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This report is one of five studies which comprise the IMPACTS

OF RECREATION IN THE COASTAL AREA. The remaining five deal

with the economic impacts of recreation, large recreational

home developments, economic impact and needs of Great Lakes

boaters, and policy issues-and recommendations. Each of the
first four reports is designed to. provide documentation and

support for the policy recommendations.
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ABSTRACT

This study reviews and projects the demand for selected summer
recreation activities and presents a summary of the supply of facil-
ities in the coastal counties and communities.

Projections for 1980, 1985, and 1990 indicate significant in-
creases in the demand for boating, fishing, hiking, camping, and
sightseeing. - The demand for these activities is projected to in-
crease between 115-210 percent in the twenty-year period from 1970
to 1990. The demand for swimming .is projected to show a 61 percent
increase during the same period.

The two activities with the greatest dependency on the Great
Lakes, boating and fishing, also show the greatest projected growth
in demand. The demand for boating is projected to increase by 210
percent and the demand for fishing is projected to increase by 150
percent during the 1970-1990 period.

Other studies, as well as the supply information presented in
this study, indicate crowding of boating and fishing facilities in
many of Wisconsin's coastal communities. Thus the development of

additional boating and fishing facilities is identified as a priority

coastal recreational need in this study.
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SUMMARY

"This report analyzes ex1sting 1nformat10n on demana and supply.of
recreatlon in Wiscon31n s fifteen coastal counties. -

GThe levei end:érejectedlgrowtﬁ of.demandris deterﬁined.for eiﬁ:
recreation activities, using informatibﬁ generated ever the bast sev-
eral years. The activitiee'éelected for review and aeelysts are:
ewimming,'boatiﬁg; fishing, sightseeing;‘camping;;aﬁd hiking; Tﬁese
activities are‘the most populer (in terms,oftpercent:of‘families
partieipetingS reeréatiohai interests amongVWiscensin‘reeideﬁts, as
weli es ttaveiers’to‘the Great Lakes region: |

Among the six acti&ities surveyed,‘ﬁoatieg,‘ﬁiking, endzfieﬂidg
ere-the faetest growing'recreetional interests aﬁong regional-house—
holds. In the coastal counties, beating ﬁatticiﬁetion on anﬂeveraée
weekend dey'ié’projected‘td mdfe tﬁah double betweee 1970 and 1980.
Projectioﬂe for Hiking aed‘fishing indicate.thet demand'will increase
by ldé percent aﬁd‘QZIﬁercent; respeetively, over tﬁe same period:

bejected levels ef demand for 199d indicete that boatiﬁg per?

‘ ticipatibﬁ on enbaverege weekend day will increase~by 210 percent

BetWeee 1970 and i990. The hember of eeople fishihg and hiking is
projected to increase by 150 petcént‘and 147 percent, fespectively;
during the same périod' The demand for camplng and sightseeing is
expected to go up by 133 percent and 115 percent, respectlvely,
during the 1970 1990 perlod Finally, the prOJectlons for sw1mm1ng
indicate that demand will increase by only 61 percent over the same

period.



The supply section of this report identifies selected types of
recreation facilities in the coastal counties. Fourteen percent of
Wisconsin's G;eat Lakes shores are‘in qulic ownership, with 58.5 miles
of‘parklands along the.ehore. There are 52 public beaches to accom—
ﬁodate'Great'Lakee swimmerevand 234‘mi1es of hikingmtrails are pro—‘
vided in ehe coastal couneies. . |

vWiscoﬁsin's coasta; eommunities proQide;a total of 3,190 slips
at 45 Great‘Lakes marinas. . Fo: the Great Lakes boaters using public
boat 1aunch sites, 2?5 rampsvare provided'aﬁ 166 sites._

A study of_Great Lakes boatere# condueted during the summer of-
1975 for Wiscoﬁsin's Coasfal Zone Management ffogfem ideneifiee ;ﬁé
inadequacy of existing boating facilities. During the summer ef.1975,
;11 Great Lakes marinas surveyed were operating at full capaeity.and‘
l 031 boaters were on marina waiting 1lsts. |

| . The ‘same study 1dent1fies the crowding at public launch facil-‘
itles, especially along the.southern Lake Michlgan shore, and in
Browe and boor Counties. Only 42 percent of the boaters surveyed

ranked exist1ng Great Lakes launch fac111t1es as adequate The need.

for additional ramp and parklng spaces, as well as the need for improved

rest rooms and other fac1lit1es at or near the 1aunch’51te‘were men-—
tiened by a majori;y ef the boatere surveyed. |

I1f the demand projections presented in this report are'aecurate,
there needs to be a significant respense from the public sector to

meet facility needs of a 200 percent increase in boaters by 1990.

*Ayse Somersan, Economic Impact and Needs of Wisconsin's Great Lakes
Boaters, Wisconsin CZMDP, January, 1976.
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- Identifying the individual‘recreational facility needs of coastal
communities is outside the scope gf this report. . This information is
mostly‘avéilgble in comﬁunit§ énd county recreation plans.

A Qery %imited survey of‘sélécted puBlic officials in coastal
communities was conducted during the fall of 1975 to provide an over-
view of crowding and other problems associated with coastal recreation.
As a paft of this survey effor;, a public offiéial (planning, récreaéion,
or engineering department;.or University Extension) was identifieﬁ in
each coastal community.- This local cooperator was asked to contact
other city or county departments for informatidn not readily availaﬁlé
to him. The usable responses to the survey can be summarized under

two headings: 1) crowding and/or deterioration of Great Lakes recre-

ation facilities, and 2) specific problems associated with recreation-

ists and tourists in Great Lakes communities.
The questionnaire was completgd.by one or more local officials

in 13 coastal communitieg.# Adﬁittedly, the views and biases of the
local offiqials completing the-qﬁestionnaire‘influenced the answers to
some éf tﬁe judgeméntal aspects of the.questiéns; Given the financial
and time constraints, however, ‘this type of bias in the information |
could not be avoided.

.The information from 13 communities on tﬁe use and condition of

their water based recreation facilities can be summarized as follows:

*Kenosha,.Racine, Milwaukee, Port Washington, Sheboygan, Manitowoc,
Kewaunee, Algoma, Sturgeon Bay, Green Bay, Oconto, Marinette, and
Superior. ' ’ ’



GREAT LAKES RECREATION FACILITY USE AND CONDITION

City

Kenosha
Racine
Milwaukee
Port Washington
Shéboygan
Manitowoc
Two Rivers
Kgyapnee
Algomé '
Sturgeon Bay
Green Bay ..
Oconto
Mérinétté .

Superior

QEEX .
Kehosha
Racine -
Milwaukee

Port Waspington
Shébofgan
Manitowoc

Two Rivers
Kewaunee

Algoma
Sturgeon'Bay :
Gfeeq Bay o
Oconto
Marinette

Superior

- Boating -
Overcrowding
o Due To Physically
Overcrowded? Tourists? Deteriorating?
Yes Yeé " No
"Yes No ~ No -
Yes No .. No
Yes Yes No
No No No
Yes - Yes No
Yes Yes No
Nb No . ﬁo
Yes Yes Yes
Yes No . Yes .
No No No
Yes No No
Yes No Yes -
Fishing :
‘ 'Ovérérowding
. . .+ - -, Due To . Physically
Overcrowded? ; Tourists? Deterio;ating?
Yes No -Yes -
No No No
Yes Yes ﬂo
No No Yes
Yes "Yes No
No No No
Yes .- Yes Yes
No No No
No No No:
No. No No
No No Yes

>
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Swimming
Overcrowding
. : . S "~ Due To : ‘Physically

City ' Overcrowded? Tourists? Deteriorating?
Kenosha , No No | No
Racine h No IR No S Yes
Milwaukee . - . .. Yes - = 7 _.No. T
Port Washington No. . No . No
Sheboygan | ers ( No ' No
Manitowoc = No o No o " No
Two Rivers ST = : - .-
Kewaunee - - ' -
Algoma No No No
Sturgeon Bay ©  © No | "No - Yes
‘Green. Bay . .-~ : Yes s No = : No
Oconto o ’ No‘ . ' Np . o No
Marinette Yes No , No
Superiof‘ . No ' " No o Yes

Local officiels:responding to the questionneire considered .
boating facilities overcrowded in 10 out of 13 communities. The
overcrpwding was-especially»prenounced on weekends and holidays.

Only f?ve respondents considered the overcrowding of boat launch fac-
ilities:to be due to touriéte; Boat launch facilities are physieallyf,
deteriorating in»Stqueqn Bay,fGreen_Bay, and in the City of Superior.

.The overcrowding of fishing facilities appears less widespread

‘thegithe overcrowding of boating faeilities.along,the Great Lakes

coasts. Seven communities report overcrowding at their fishing fac-
ilities. In Port Washington, Manitowoc, and Sturgeon Bay, the over-
crowding of fishing facilities is reported to be due to nonresident

(or tourist) activity, while in Racine the large number of resident



fishermen is the major cause of théIOQércrowding of existing facil-
ifies. »Fishing faci1itiés aré-reported to bevdeteriorating in.Racine,
Sheboygén;’Sturgeoﬁ Bay, aﬁd:ﬂéfiﬁétte. H

The swimming beaches on thé Great Lakes are reported to be er;—.
crowded during'peék—use periodé in three communities. In all thfee
communities (Milwaukée; Sheboyéan, and Green Bay) tﬁe oﬁeréfoﬁdihg is
a result of resident use. Racine, Sturgeon Béy, and Superior ;epayf‘b

their swimming facilities to be physically deteriorating.

Communitz,Percgptioné of Great Lakes Recreation Related Problems

'Tourism provideé small communities with sefvices of quality rest--
auranfs and retail estaﬁlishmenté which could'not Be supported by the
permanent resiéents of these communities withoﬁé;the base provided'bf
tourists. Aléo, in a unique téurist area like Door County, the summef
residents of communities and the tourists attract a whole fange”bf
cultural activities such as symphonic concerts, theater groups, not to
mention the ‘summer resident artists with their painting, sculpture and
potfefy'displays) Most of these activities éfeAa direct result of the
summér residents being there or are induced by the anticipated tourisé‘
population which moves into the.area dﬁringv§pfing,fsdmmer,”énd'fail.l‘

‘There are, on the other hand, social and enVironmentai'effecgs |
associated with the influx of tourists andjsummer residents which are of
concern toifhé permanent residents of tourist area.

'Thé‘primary cause of local complaints and a major social and
environmental impact is related to ‘seasonal canééStioﬁ. The Croﬁding
of roads,hparks,'ﬁbating, swimming, and fishing facilities by non-

residents creates resentment among residents of small communities.
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" .. The mechanized equipment ‘used by tourists and recreationists is

frequently identified -as 'a Bource ‘of poiée‘and other ‘types of pollution

"and is considered an intrpsion'1hto:the*hatural scene. - ¢

Trespassing, broperty\démége, ‘and litter along the shoreline in

' fthé'form of ‘beer cans and fish cleanings are major causes of ‘com-
.plaints directed at the Great Lakes shore fishermen. The erosion

* of river. banks is another consequence of the increased popularity of

shore fishing whigh?1s-frequént1y”cited by local officials and resi-
dents as anfenvirﬁnmental‘cost“assoéiated with Great Lakes recreation.

A major local complaint agdinst the GreatvLakes boaters®is the
locational congestion assoéiated~with this group of'reéteationistSJ
Mainly because of the inadequécy-ofvparkiﬁg~facilitiés at or near
launch -sites and marinas, especially ‘in the ‘smaller anstal'cifiés;“
the trailered cars are parké& dlong c¢ity streets: This makes pdssage
diffiéult, parking becomeéia-problemffof‘the'non-boaters'and complaints
commencéf

" As expected; the complaints about the nonresident users of fac-

“+ilities by permanent- residents afe more pronounced in the relatively

‘sparcely populated tourist areas. - Along the southern coast'bf'Lake$

Michigan, for example, where residerits are used to heaVy‘cdﬁéeﬁtra¥'
tions- of people and vehicles, the'toutists blend in and are almost
unnoticed. ' Only during major events such as Summerfest or a'Coho”
Derby does locational congestion becomé noticeable and somewhat of a

problem.: But even in ‘such instances, ‘the traffic, law enforcement,

~and other problems créated by large numbers of nonresidents are rel-

atively. simoothly handled by local officials who are both prepared for

them’ and’ are adept at the handling of large crowds.



. In the smaller coastal communities the situation.is different.

- Although the law. enforcement forces are.exfandedlduting the tourist
season, the increase is frequently not in. proportion to the temporary
increase in. the numbers of people. The psychological threshold of
the residents&of‘spércely‘pqpulated.area§ is,also,different from their
counterparts in the urban areas. For residents who are used to parking
Qithin.ten feet of the retail,establishmgptslon main street, the block
‘or ﬁqre_walk‘necessitated by the:nopreéident cars taking up a.lot of

;park;ng spaces in the shopping district.creates resentment.

The sogial impacts»éf recreation-tourism are subjective in nature
and, therefore, are not easily quantified. In a lot of instances, it
vis even difficult to judge therextent to which social resentment is-
widespread short of -a referandum! The vocal group of residents who.
ﬁaftend public meetings and‘voice their concerns may or may not be

~ representative of the total community opinion.

 The recreation-tourism related problems identified by local

oﬁficials and citizens are basically a result of inadequate -access,

_inadequacy;of‘existing.facilities, and/or law enforcement deficiencies.-

Most éf the coastal communities want to encourage tourism as a éource
of additional income and employment (thirteen out of fourfeen commun-
ities surveyed local officials expressed the, desire to. encourage
tourism). .Therefore, the solution to the problems identified by ‘lo-
cal officials and residents lie not in keeping the tourists away but
in_organizing to take proper care of these temporary residents of the
Coastal Zonme. - |

The major problems relating to Great Lakes recreation-tourism . -

identified by the local officials‘surveyed in coastal communities-are

-

-

-
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summarized on the following pages.t The reader will note at first

E.glance that the most frequently identified problem group is the shore

fishermen. The major prbbiems associéted with this éroup ére licter,

traffic congestion, and shoreline damage and damage to park areas

due to overcrowding. Trespassing is also.a major problem with this

group of recreationists and is a major source of complaint in some

" coastal areas.
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DEMAND FOR RECREATION IN THE COASTAL
. COUNTIES - .

. Project Investigator: Ayse Somersan . .
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RECREATIONAL ACTIVITY INTERESTS OF REGIONAL HOUSEHOLDS
AND TRAVELERS | o

Wisconsin's coastal zone offers a variety of recreational opportuni-
ties, in addition to the scenic value of the coastal area which is a re-
souréé in itself. The demand for the coastal recreatiomnal resourceSHCan
be viewed as coming from resident and nonresident groups. The resident
demand is the participation of the familiés in the coasta1 communities
and counties in recfeation~aq;ivitiescusing;tbeicqgsta; facilities. The
nonresident demand derives from the:noncoastal and out-of-state visitors
who travel to a coastal destination for recreational and vacétion purposes.

Most studies dealing with recreation participacion have focused
on'thé nounresident aspects of the pressures an& economic bé;efits accruing
to‘communifies from recreation activity participation. 1In most cases,
this method is sufficient for providing an adequate picture of the recrea-
ﬁional costs and benefits for a community, Most of the parks and inten-
8ively studied recreation areas are away from population centers, with
relati§e1y small resident populations and, therefore, relatively small
préssuresion’resoﬁrées”from‘the*resident participators in recreaticn
activities, |

The coastal zone of Wisconsin, however, houses 43 percent of the’
state's population, Esgecially‘in Browan county and the southern Lake
Michigan countiles, resident recreatiﬁn demand_beéomes‘equally; if not
‘more; important in assessing ﬁhe pressures on.fhe coastal recreational
land and facilities, It 1is, therefore, necessary to look at the recrea?
tion activity interests of reSidentf(éounty) hoﬁsgholds, as well as tﬁose
~of travelers.

Unfortunately, the c&unty levei activity participation data gener-

ated by the Department of Natural Resources identifies only two components

-

- - - - - - . ) )
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. of demand--resident (Wisconsin) and-nonresident_(out-of-state).miézmean-

ingful analysis.and projection of»demand1requires separatingltheieounty
resident from other Wisconsinites."Specific activity surveys planned for

chesgummérnof_i975‘uilizbreak;down:denandlinto:itelthree?major components

' to prouide'further7thoughtdinto:the three components of demand for coastal

. facilitles. .

'~ :Recreation Activity Interests of Regional Households

The Recreation Demand Survey and Forecaetsl/ provides information

on overall participation rates (percent of families participating anywhere,

anytime, during a 12-month period) and participation rates of Upper Great

. Lakes travelers. The findings of this study-are presented on Table 1 for

eight outdoor recreation activities. The participation ratés refer to
the percent of households participating in a given activity.
A comparison of the overall participation rates with the participa-

tion rates of families on a summer trip to the Upper Great Lakes Region

" ‘gshows differences’ in the recreation activity interests of the two groups.

Picnicking and bicycling are two Tecreation activities which are usually

done in the vicinity of the family residence. About 72 percent of fami-

1ies went picnicking'and‘40.percent went bicycling during the year;' But,
: only 12 percent went plcnicking and 5 percent went blcycling while vaca-

‘ tioning in the Upper Great Lakea reglon.

’ Sightseelng and flshlng are found to be the most popular actlvlties

among the fam111es travellng in the UGL reglon followed by sw1mm1ng, boat~

'ing, h1k1ng and camplng. ' The abundance and varlety of scenic resources in

the area explalns the interest in sightseeing., The inportanoe of water is

1/ Somersan, A., R. Cooper, N. Enosh and S. McKinney; Recreation'Demand

Survey and Forecasts, Upper Great Lakes Regional Recreation Planning
Study, Part 2, Recreation Resources Center, Unlver51ty of Wisconsin~

Extension, 1974
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ﬁnﬂefacored'by the pobulariﬁy of fishing, swimming and boating among the
families visiting the UGL region during the summer months.

Table 1. Outdoor Recreation Activity Participation Rates of Regional
' Households and Travelers to the Upper Great Lakes Region

Overall Participation Rate Projected Annual

Participation . While. on a Summer Increase in . Par-

_Rate (Pet. of Trip to UGL Region ticipation Rates.

Regional Fami- . (Pct. of UGL trave- (Pct. per year be-

Activity lies, 1972) __lers, 1972) - ‘ tween 1972-1980)
Swimming 5801 413 . . -0.3
sightseeing - 62.0 46,7 24
'Bicycliné. 4040 ' 1 6.9 SR 5.3
Fishing © 7 48,8 C 46,3 3,5
Picnicking CoTLe 123 ‘2.5
Boating 38.0 . 326 o 5.5
Camping 27,0 o ae | 2.8
Hiking ©o336 © 24.8 4.8

Source: A. Somersan, et. ali, Recreation Demand Survey and Forecasts,
UGL Regional Recreation Planning Study, Part 2, Recreation
'Regources Center, Univ. of Wis.-Extension, 1974,pp. 27 & 44.

. Ptojgcted.crowth in Recreation Activity Participation

_ Projected participation rates for these eight outdoor recreation activi-

tieaAfor 1980 are also provided in the Recreation Demand Survey and Forecasts.

The projections are. based on multiple regression prediction equations, us-

ing socioeconomic, supply and youth-related factors as independent variables.ll

;The annual increase in participation rates computed on the basis of the pro-

Jections made available in this study are presented on_Table 1, column 3.

1/ 1Ibid., p. 44 and pp. 77-109.

-
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Outdoor swimming is the only recreation activity for which a slight
reduction in the participation rate is projected between 1972 and 1980 The -

increasing indoor swimming opportunities, unreliable weather, relatively

_ cold water temperatures, increased awareness of water quality, as well as

competition trOm increasing availability of other recreational activity
opportunities can be cited as possible reasons for the small pro;ected
decrease in the swimming participation rate.
| Among the remaining seven outdoor recreation activ1ties, boating is
projected to show the greatest annual increase in participation (5.5% per
year), followed by bicycling, hiking and fishing (5.3%, 4.8% snd 3.5% per

year, respectively).
RECREATION DEMAND IN THE COASTAL COUNTIES

Demand Data: The data base for recreation activity participation '
figures is the joint survey of the Department of Transportation and the

Department of Natural Resources of resident and nonresident recreation

: activity participation occasions by county in-1970. This information is

used to obtain the number of occasions by residents and nonresidents on an

average summer weekend day in 1970 for each activity by coastal‘county.

| Thevaverage'number of weehendvoccasions is not a meaningful figure in
itself, However, combined with projected increases in population, tratel
snd sctivitpvparticipation rates, it allows'us.to determine percentage
growth rdtes of growth of ectivity participation between l970 and 19?0,
and provides some insight into the relative magnitude of demand by activity
over the 15 counties in the coastal zone. The relative rates of growth in
demend for each activity were computed independently, from other sources of

information, as discussed below, This analysis did not require the use of

the_1970 average weekend day participation occasions., This information,
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however; was essential to give the user a feel for the absolute leuels of
‘udemand under consideration in each county. Pressures created by a 100 per-
cent inc*ease in. say, boating occasions necessitate different responses,
depending on whether one 1is starting from a base of l 500 Occasions orh
15,000 occasions per weekend day. | - ‘ | -
<*fron the yiewpoint’of a coastal suryey, the most‘imoortant shortcom-.
ings of the base-year demand data utilized in this section lie in its“faile
ure to distinguish between different types of boating and fishing, and in
its failure to identify the local cOmponent of resident participation.
Thus, oating and fishing (as well as other activ1ties) are lumped together
for each county regardless of whether the participation Occurred in inland
waters or on the Great Lakes., This is,anrespeciallywserious shortcoming
in the case of fishing and boating. The growth rate of the demand for boat-
ing ‘on. the Great Lakes is probably much faster than the growth rate of demand
for boating on inland waters. The same is probably true of fishing on the
Great Lakes "ersus fishing on inland waters. Furthermore, by lumping the\
demand ‘*om coastal county residents with the rest of Wisconsin under the
"resident demand“ category, the relative importance-of local demand and |

pressureq on fac11ities cannot be ascertained on the basis of this data..

1/

Demand Frnjection
Most changes in recreation activity participation over time in a given

i

location can be explained by changes in one or more of the following four
factors: | :
l; Pogulation- Increasing pooulation in.coastal counties and'in
the primary demand zone (the other states and remaining counties

of Wiqconsin from which each coastal county attracts recreation-

l/' See Appendix A for a detailed discussion of projection methodology, and
. Appendix R for 1985 and 1990 demand prOJections for the coastal counties.

-

’
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ists) will lead to ipqreased”numbe; of participants 1n_va;iqus

rgcreation ac;ivi;;es. Increased population will ;n;reaée

thg pressure.on existing‘coas;alyfagiiities, even in the |

abgence of increasgs in ;he proPénsitf fo t;a§é1 of the

propensity to participate in rec;éation.activities. o

.2, Travel: Changing sociceconomic and demographic factors, as
well as ;he changing nature of the family vacation from a
Juxury to more or 1ess_an‘anﬁua1 necessity, increases theA
pumﬁer qf pa;ticipatd:s using ;hé recreaﬁional facilities

of a given area.

3.»4ggpularity.of Variou§ Recreation Activities: Changes in
income and education, combined with increased prémotioﬁ and
ﬁ;he démonstra;ion effect, lead to v&rying degrees‘of in- |
~creases in the participation rate for différent recreation
Eactivities. '

4. ;Sugglz: The establishment of a new recreational facility,
be it a national lakeshore or a High;quality @arina, attr#cté
increased #umbers,of recreationists to that areé.

The projection for gctivity part;cipa;ian_in the 15 coastalicouﬁtiéé
in 1980 are b;sed.on_three of these facFors{ Population chgqges, inéreéses
in vacation and recreational travel, and changes in actiVity participation _
rates are used to compute the changes in resident, noﬁrésidenf'and‘tbtal; 
pagticipatioh in each activicy for eacﬁ couﬁt&. Supply inddced changes
in demand are hot built into the projection ﬁetﬁoddlogy because of data .
limitationé. | -

Six recreation activities are discussed below in detail. These are

"boating, fiahidg, swimuing, camping, hiking and sightseeing; The first

three activities were selected as the primary recreational activities
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for the coastal area because of their reliance on water. Sightseeing is
also considered alprimary activity due to the scenic features of the Great
'-Lakes'lnoreline. ICamping and hiking are selected as the two iand-based
nctivities which are conplementary to the four primary recreation activi-

ties. Picnicking and bicycling are not discussed in detail in this report.
BOATING

Boating is one of tne-fastestigrowingfrecreation'activities among
‘midwestern faniliest The i972 Outooor Recreation Demand Surﬁey‘found 38
percent of the region(s“tamiliesvparticipating in some form of boating dur-
ing the year. 'Projections for 1980 show the participation rate at 55 per-
cent of families which translates into a 5 5 percent growth per year.

:;“The increased popularity of boating can be explained with reference
to many"factors.. Anong the more important“ones are the increasing levels
of regional-incomes; decreasing maintenance costs’ due to the use of fiber-
glass in body construction and improvements in boat design. Smaller,
lighter woight engines of motor boats and the improvements in the design
of 311 ‘boats have teduced maintenance costs and made it easier to transport,
iaunch and use boats.’ Among tneidifferent‘kinds of boating, the increase
in.the popularity of canoceing and sailing could also'be/tied}tofthe oVerall

increase in interest toward most nonenergy-using recreation activities.

Boat Licenses

~ Boat reéistration figures are often used as an indicator#of interest
in boating. Although boat registration figures do indicate the interest in
boating, they should not be used as indicators of boating participation.
The number of boats reg1stered in a county does not necessarily correspond
to the participation rate or the level of participation in boating in that

county.

-

- — - ’ i ‘
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The Licensing Section of the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources
| claasifies boat licenses by two categones--originals, which refer to indi-
viduauy owned boats (2 or less), and fleets, which refer to licenses issued
for three or more boats, mostly to recreational business operators.

Table 2 shows the number of boat licenses issued to residents of the
15 coastal counties during the 1971-73 period. A comparison of the breakdown
betweenloriginals ;nd fleet licenses among the coastal counties shows the
relatiﬁe availobilit§ of boats’fot rent'and/or the existence of resorts and

other establishments which offer boatlng opportunities as ‘a part of the over-

all recreation package.

Table 2. Number of Boat Licennee,.by Connt& (1971-73)

Percent Percent

‘County . Originals® of Total _Fleets™ of Total Total
Ashland 5,179 . 9L - 498 _ 9 5,677
Bayfield 4,572 64 2,585 " 36 7,157
Brown A . 28,946 .- 99 . o 376 1 29,322
Doot 6,025 79 1,57 21 7,599
Douglas 12,192 - 80 1,298 10 13,490
Iron 2,493 55 2,006 45 4,499
Kenosha : 15,743 92 . 1,382 | -8 17,125
Kewaunee : 1,993 . 97 11 3 © 2,064
: Manitowoc . 13,176 . .99 - 170 g 13,346
Marinette 8,235 88 1,161 12 ' 9,396
© Milwaukee - .~ - -.119,188 . 98 2,021 - 2 . 121,209
Oconto 5,543 83 1,097 17 6,640
Ozaukee o . 8,320 . 98 .- 160 2 ' . 8,480
Racine 21,613 96 991 . 4 22,604
Sheboygan 16,135 97 479 3 16,614
Total ' 269,353 ©~ . 94 15,869 . 6 - 285,222

* Original - Licenses for two or less boats.

*% Fleet =~ Licenses for three or more boats

Source: Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources, Licensing Section,
Boat and Snowmobile Registrations.
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Among the coastal counties, only three (Bayfield, Iron and Door)
have over 20 percent of their total boatllicenses 1ssued.to fleets. Ash-
land, Douglas, Kenosha and_Ma:inetfg counties have befwgen 8;122percéﬁt
of their £9t31 boat licenses issued to fleefs. In fhe remainiﬁé'aéﬁeh :
coast;i counties, fleet.registrqtions account for very sm311 éércentages
‘of the total number Qf‘boa;s.:ggistered. |
For the coastal ioné as a whole, fleets account—fof 6 percené of the; 
total boat licenses issued during the 1971-73~pe;iod. Inlthe rgm;iﬁing 57
Wisconsin counties, the share of fleets in total boat liﬁenses 15714 éer-
cent. The larger percentage of fleet licénses issued iﬁ noncoéétai areas
of Wisconsin can be interpreted as reflecting the‘predOminance 6f the small
resorts offering boat rentals or priviieges in the noncoast;1 recreation
areas of the state. Also, one could éite the higher inifi&l and'QPe:atfng
costs of boats feor Great Lakes use as anb;hef explanatioh for the relatively
“lower percentage of fleét_licensés issued iﬁ'tﬁe coastal region.
Table 3 shows éhg number of boats (originals) per 1,000 peréoﬁs in
ghe coastal counties. Jin the coastal zome gs‘a whole, 141 boats were regis-
'tergd per 1,000 coastal residents during the 1971-73 period.‘ The densely
Lpépulafed counties show relatively smaller numbeis of boats per 1,000 per-
sons, while the low population céunties have larger numbers of.boats,per
- 1,000 residents. Thelguitability of the céaniine; extent éf.sécqnd-home
developmént, the §vailability of boating facilities and the effects of
crowding are among‘the major factors which need to be inveétiéated as
determinants of the differences im per capita boat ownership among the

coastal counties,

R
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" Table 3. Resident>0rig1nal* Boat Licensesvperll,OOO Persons (1971-1973)'

Original Boat Original Boat

Licenses per ~ Licenses per
'COunty 1,000 Population County -+ 1,000 Papulation
Ashlaprd ' ' 309 , Manitowoc - 160
Bayfield o 391 - ‘Marinette C 230
" Brown ‘ ' 183 .. . Milwaukee 113
Door 300 ~ Oconto 217
Douglas : 273 " . Ozaukee 153
Iron . ‘ 382 Racipe _ _ 127 -
Kenosha . 1346 Sheboygan = - © 167
Kewaunee .105 - ) ' a

Total, Coastal Zone - 141

Source: Wisconsin Dept. of Natural Resources, Licensing bdection, Boat
and Snowmobile Registratioms.
* Original - Licenses for two or less boats.

Boating Participation Data

| “EQisylﬁg défa‘on the demand fof.boétiﬁg do not distinguigh Between
béatiné oﬁ:the Gréét Lékes‘and boa;ingvon ihlahd waters, Con;idering_the
diffefénce in the boating experience on these two typesiof water,‘asgwell

as the differences in the type and cost of equipment which is required

- for these two typeé of boating, the existihg data aré, indeea, grossiy

inadequate for a meaningful overview of coastal boating participation,
Table 4 summarizes the currently available information on boating
participation for the 15 coastal counties and presents the projections

for 19%0. The boating pafticipation figﬁfeé reflect the number of boat-

ing occasions on an average summer weekend day.' Total boating participa-

tion is composed of resident and nonresident participation. The nonresi-

dent participation covers visitors from other states and resident paftici-

'patinﬂ_reférs to boating by Wisconsin residents.
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Percent change in total participation betﬁeen 1970-80 is shown on
the last column of table 4. For the'eoaetai‘zone‘as’a'whole,,the total
numbcr of boating occasions.on an nveragc'wcckcnd day ’are expected to
increase by about 115 percent between 1970 and 1980, -The slight varia-
tion among the coastal counties in the percent change of total boating
occasions between 1970 and 1980 is due to the composition of out-of-state
demand and the differing pOpulation growth rates in various primary'demand
areas.l/ | | o

Table S shows nonresident boatingvoccasions as a percent of total
participation in 1970, The information provides a feel for the extent to
which out-of-state demand adds to existing pressures from loeal and state
boaters. Several vatiables can be cited as important in determining the
relatively high share of nonresident boaters in some of the coastal coun-
ties. Proximity to a maJor pOpulation center (Kenosha, Racine, Sheboygan

and Douglas counties, existence of a nationally known recreation area

(Ashland and Bayfield) or the availability of a diversified recreational

base (Door county) probably contribute to the relatively high percentage

of out-of-state boaters selecting specific areas in Wisconsin,

Great Lakes Boating

As stated previously, boating participation data which distinguishes '
between boating on the Great Lakes and inland waters are extremely hard to

come by. A notable exception to this is the survey data generated by

R. Ditton and T Goodale for purposes of studying marine recreational uses

of Green Bay.z/ The survey, among other questions, queried respondents

1/ The primary demand.area‘is defined as.the states from which a county

received 1its visitors during the summer of 1972,

2/ R, Ditton and T. Goodale, Marine Recreational Uses of Green Bay: A Sur-

vey of Human Behavior and Attitude Patterns, University of Wisconain
Sea Grant Program, Report #17, December 1972,
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Table 5. Nonresident Boating Participation as a Percent of Total
- ' Participation by County, 1970

©

Nonresident'Boating as Percent
County . : . L _of Total (1970)
' ‘ (Awerage Summer Weekend Day)

Ashland o S ees

Bayfield T R 47.0
Brown . , 37.8
Door . . o . .o 45.4
Douglas ‘ 43.3
Iron 74.3
Kenosha 86.7
-Kewaunee. = : S ‘ ; . - 33.4
Manitowoc . 4.0

 Marinette 26.1
Milwaukee 16.4

. Oconto : - ‘ . ... 11.8
Ozaukee o 29.5
Racine . . v ) : S 42.1
Sheboygan 52.3

'from five Lake Michigan counties on the location of most boating, fishing
and swimming participation. The following locations were identified in
the survey. Creen Bay, elsewhere on Lake Michigan, Inland Lake, Stream

and River.

For the total aample, the location preferences of boaters were evenly

divided between inland lakes and Green Bay (41% each) Pl ‘Thirteenipercent
of boaters identfied streams and rivers, while only 4 percent of boaters
identified ”elsewhere on Lake Michigan" as the 1ocation most frequently
used for boating. The boaters 1dentified proximity, water quality, good
‘rfacilities and visual qualities as the major determining factors in their‘
choice of location.z/ | | A ‘

- For purposes of this study, the locations identifed by boaters are

aggregated to show the percent of boaters using Lake Michigan (locations

l/‘R. Ditton and T. Goodale, Ibid., p. 124,

2/ 1Ibid., p. 75.

- - - - ] ’ .
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on Green Bay and elsewhere on Lake Michigan).' This information is pre-
sented on table 6 by county of residence. The importance éf‘?roxiﬁity is
cvident in the-case of Door County boa;ersf The Bay gide of the Pepinsula
and elsewhere on Lake Michigan are the locations selected by 96 percént of
the Door County boaters. In the‘remaining fou? ;ounties,‘the avaiiabiiity
of other watetlrésources within close range and tﬁe low quality of Greén

Bay water are the factors which lead to increases in the use of inland

~ waters for recreational boating purposes. Ditton and Goodale report that

among the boaters who did most of their boating on inland lakes, 58 per-

1/

Table 6. Percent of Boaters Using Lake Michigan

County of Percent of Boaters Using
Residence Lake Michiggn
Brown , ' 39.47

" Door _ ‘ .. 95.85
Kewaunee o 56.25
Marinette : 32.15
Oconto _ © 36.59
Total . 45.00

Source: R, Ditton and T. Goodale, Marine Recrea-
" tional Uses of Green Bay: A Study of Human
Behavior and Attitude Patterns, U. W. Sea

Grant Program, Report #17, Dec. 1972,

FISHING

Fishing is one of the most popular outdoor recreation activities
amoné midwestern families. Tﬁe 1972 Outdoor Recreation‘Démand Survey
found 49 percent of the region's hbuseholds'Pafticipafihg.in this activ-
ity. Projections for 1980 indicate that the fishing participation rate
will increase to over 62 péréent of Hbuéeholds, i.,e., a 3.5 perceht annual

growth in the participation rate.

“ « .

17 1bid., p. 81, -
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Great Lakes Fishing

| Sport fishing in the Creat Lakes is considered to be the fastest
growing element of.fishing participation. The introduction of salmon
.f.speéfes in Lake Michigan, the increase in fish populations and the intro-
duﬁtidﬁ of név devices, such as the gensing mechaﬁisma used to identify
the;location of the fish, have increased the success‘aﬁd, therefore, the
attractiveness of fishing in the Great Lakes.

The best evidence of the growth of sport fishing in the Great Lakes

is the dramatic increase in the numbers of charter fishing services which

operate from at least 20 coastal cities. 1In the Lake Superior area, Bay- °

field County has the largest concentration of charter fishing services,

In the Lake Michigan region, Milwaukee, Kewaunee and Door counties have

the largest concentrations of charter fishing services. Over 100 charter

fishing services operate from numerous cities on Lake Michigan.
A study on the charter fishing induatry of Lake Michigan estimates
fﬁét’iﬁ i§73ILaké-Michigan charter boats carried 33,418 individuals who A

/ As this industry, which is still in its

caughts 84,642 spofté figh.t
iﬁfancy, increase in size and as the success storfes are related by the
fishermen to friends”and neighbors back hOme,.the number of individuals
involved in this onrt can be expected to continue increasing at a very
fast rate. |

As iﬂ the case of boatiﬁg? veiy few.étudigs of.récreation demand
(participation occasions) in the midwest have attempted to distinguisﬁ
bétween fishing in the Great Lakes and‘fishing iﬁ inland waters. Oncé
-again, the Ditton and Goodale study oﬁ the rec?eat;onal uses of Green Bay
provides some insight into the location preferences of fishermen, |

1/ : -

1/ R. B. Ditton, W, A, Strang, M. T, Dittrich, Wisconsin's Lake Michigan

Charter Fishing Industry, U. W. Sea Grant College Program, Advisory
Report #1, March 1975, p. 17.

-
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Table 7 shows the percent of fishermen using.Lake Michigan by
~county of residence. The information, which is adapted from’thgvpittdne

'Goodale survey findings,l/ indicates proximity as a major fﬁc:gglbehind

- the large percentage of fishermen from Door and Kewaunee cpuntiggﬁwho

seleEf a Great Lakes location. Needless to say, there is more to the
location preferences of fishermen than prpximity to a glven area. For
example, when the percent of fishermen using Lake Michigan is compared

- to the percent. of boaters using Lake Michigan, we find larger percent-
-ages using inland lakes and streams for fishing‘than for boating purposes
in all coqnties, except among Kewaunee county residents. This.;s in line
with the observations of Ditton and Goodale that success plays as impor-
;ant a role as proximity in determining the location.ﬁrefgfences,of fish—-
ermen., The authors state that "...fishermen are somewhat less apt to

'.figh in an area because it 1s close by than are boaters to boat an area,

2/

or swimmers to swim it."=

' Table 7, Percent of Fishermen Using Lake Michigan

. ' - Percent of Fishermen Using
County . = Lake Michigan

- Brown 4 35,29
Door 82.49
Kewaunee o ‘ " 68.18
Marinette S 18.53
"Oconto’ ' SO 19,35
1 ] L. .

“Total- ’ 35.00

Source: R. Ditton and T. Goodale, Marine Recreational Uses
' - 9f Creen Bay: A Study of Human Behavior and Atti-
tude Patterns, U. W. Sea Grant Program, Report #l17,
December, 1972,

1/ R, Ditton and T. Goodale, QQ. cit., pp. 168-177.

2/ Ibid., p. 77.



30

Among Kewaunee county-fishermeq who use Lake Michigan, only 20 per-
cent fished on the Ba§ side, while the remaining 80 percent fished "else-
where on Lake Michigan." The large number of charter fishieg services
" which operate out of Kewaunee and Algoma could be cited as support for the .

Ditton-Goodale find ings.

As in the case of boating, there is .a need to identify the differences

in the fishing experience between the Great Lakes and inland waters. Future
surveys are planned to focus on this aspect of fishing participation so as to
determine the degree of substitutability between the two types of fishing
‘experiences. Questions relating to the disblacability of demand can be
‘addréssed once this irformation is generated.

Fishing Licenses

During 1973, of the 958,704 fishing licenses sold in Wisconsin, 58 per-
cent were purchased by-Wiseonein residents and 42 pereentvby out-oféseate
fishermen. . | |

Table § shows the breakdown between resident and nonresident fishing
licenses sold in the coastal zone and in the. remalnxng 57 counties. The per-
centages can be interpreted to mean greater preference of inland- 1ake-f1sh1ng
among out-of-state flshermen visxting Wlsconsin. The figures cae alse be |
interpreted as showing a relatively higher participation rate for fishing
among coastal residents as compared to the residents of noncoastal areas.

Finally, the percentages could be interpreted as showing a greater propensity

Table 8. Proportion of Resident/Nonresident Fishing Licenses Issued, 1973

Areca Regsident ' Nonresident Total

Coastal Zone N 79% 217 | 100%
Rest of Wisconsin ’ 52% 487 1007
Total 587% 42y | 100%

Source: Wisconsin Dept. of Natural Resources, Licensing Section, Madison,
Wisconsin, 1974,
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among the Wisconsin fishermen (from coastal and other areas) ;o visit

. .coastal counties while on a fishing trip. ’ } o Cn

The breakdown of resident (Wisconsin) and out-of-state visitor famiiieé
by destination, based on the~1912'Outdoor»Récreation'Demand Survey data lends
. support”to-an-interprétatioq based on thg~destinati§n preferences of resident
- and nonresident travelers. As shown on Table 9,- Wisconsiu residents who
take trips lasting more than two days tend to select a destination in the
coastal zone, while out-of-state visitors tend to favor the noncoastal coun-

ties to a relatively greater extent.’

Table 9_1 Proportion of Resident/Nonresident ViSifo:s by C-.stination

Area : __Resident Nonresident. » Total
‘Coastal Zone | ; - 61% : 39% 100%
ﬁest of Wisconsin B 54% _ 46% ‘ 1007
'u}iscons in 55% S 4sy 100%

Source: The Outdoor Recreation Demand Survey, U.G.L. Regional RecreafA
tion Planning Study, 1972,

'Among other reasons behind the greater p?eférence shown by'ouf-of-stéte;
fishermen for inland water fishing we can cite the greater popularity éf fhe
inlaﬂd—water-fishing-experience, higher costs 'associated with sport fishing
on the: Great Lakes and, possibly; the fear of largg bodiés of water.

Table 10 shows the numbers of resident and nonresident fishing licenses
sold in the 15 coastal counties during 1973. The breakdown between re;ident

and nonresident. fishing licenses sold in. the coastal counties suggests four

‘basic. county. groupings. First, there are the coastal counties where over 90

percent of the fishing licenses were purchased by Wisconsin residents. Sheboy-

‘gan, Racine, Milwaukee, Manitowoc and Brown are in this county grouping. At
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the other extreme, we find a grbup-of counties where over 50 percent of fish-
ing licenses were purchased by nonfesi&ents. Bayfield and Iton-counties%fail
‘into this grbup; In Door, Douglas and Kenosha counties, there is a more or

. less even distribution of fishing licenses between residents and nontesident#.

: And,‘finaily, the group consisting of%Ashland; Kewaunee and Oconto counties,

where 25-40 percent of fiéhing 1icenses were purchased by out-of-state fishermen.

.‘;?ablg 10. Fishing Licenses Sold In Coastal Counties, 1973 .

Resident Percent of .Nonresident Percent of
-County Licenses Total Licenses Total Total
Ashland . ‘ 3,005 - 65 , 1,587 . 35 4,592
Bayfield c 3,253 35 6,112 ' 65 9,365
Brown - 713,581 98" ST 315 2 ~ 13,896
Door . 5,176 ... 51 .. .. 5,070 49 - 10,246
Douglas- © 6,243 57 T 4,748 -43 77 10,991
Iron 2,146 28 : 5,645 72 . -17,79%
Kenosha 11,403 53 9,980 47 21,383
Kewaunee 2,698 75 . 906 . - 25 . ... 3,604
Manitowoc " 9,209 92 . 839 8 10,048 -
Marinette 7,663 63 - 4,420 37 12,083
Milwaukee : 77,347 97 - , 2,448 3 ’ 79,795
Oconto. ) : 6,653 73 70 02,273 LT -.9,101
Ozaukee ’ 4,594 92 . 425 w8 5,019
Racine 15,185 92 ; - 1,285 8 ' 16,470
Sheboygan 11,437 9% ' 718 6 : 12,155

-Source: Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources, Licensing-Section, Madison,
Wisconsin, 1974, ‘

Fishine Participation Data

The county level informatibn on resident and nonresident fishing
participation refers'to'Wisconsinfresidents‘éélthe fesident"pértiéipatorg{
The out-of-state fishermen are classified as nonfesident participators.
Table 11 summarizes the'current1§>availéble information on fishing par-
ticipation for the 15 coastal counties and presents the projections for -

‘1980, The total humber‘ofwfishing occasions on'an‘averége gummer weekend
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day are projected to increase in all coastal counties between 1970 and
1980. The increases range from 80 percent in Ozaukee to 84 perceamt in
Ashland county.

. Table 12 shows the nonresident component of total participation in

1970."

Table 12. Nonresident Fishing Participation as a Percent of Total
Fishing Participation, by County, 1970 and 1980

Nonresident Fishing as a Percent

County ' of Total (1970)
Ashland ’ : . 71.0
Bayfield L 41,9
Brown : 42.0
Door 40.9
Douglas . 49.3
Iron N _ ' 44.7
Kenosha - s 88.3
Kewaunee : S 17.9
Manitowoc 6.8
Marinette 22.5
Milwaukee 17.9
Oconto . ' : SRR, 23.7
Ozaukee o '14.5
Racine 56.6
" Sheboygan 35.4

The nonrgsidentlfishing paréicipation aéla percént of total fishing
occasions, when compared with the nonresident fishing licenses as avper-
cent of total for each county, shows sufficient discrepancy to underscore

a point--namely, license sales are noﬁ a good indicator of where people

fish. For example, only 2 percent of total licenses sold in Brown county.'

" were identified as nonresident licenses whereas 42 percent of fishermen
oﬁ an average weekend day were nonresidents., Deépite the.differént time
periods and different years té which the two sets.of 1hfofmation'refer,
one can séill conclude thét there 1is é loﬁ corregsnpondence between where

_ licenses are purchased and where people go fishing,

3
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- SWIMMING

" Next to sightseeing, swimming is the most popular recreation activ-
ity in the midwest region in terms of the percent of households in which

one or more persons engage in the activity. The 1972 Outdoor Recreation

‘Demand Survey determined the swimming participation rate to be about 58

percent among households in a 9-state area of the Upper Midwest. Projec-
tions for 1980, based on socioeconomic, supply and other variables, how-
ever, indicate a slight decline of 0.25 percent per year in the outdoor

swimming participation rate betWeen 1972 and 1980,

The leveling off and slight decline in the swimming particpation rate
can be attributed to a combination of several factors., First, the inc;eased
availability of indoor swimming facilities,vboth in population centers. and
in overnight lodging establishments, has resulted in.a shift from outdoor to

indoor swimming.. All the uncertainties associated with outdoor swimming

(uncertain weather conditionms, water temperatures and water quality consid-

erations) are rem0ved.when_the swimmer~goes indoors, Although the contribu-
tion of the sun and other natural elements is removed from the swimming experi-
éncg, a large number of swimmers seem willing to.make the.tradg-off. There is
also a habit component in the outdoor-to-indoor shift in swimming. The out-
door swimming season is, at the most, three months long in-tﬁe Upper Midwest.
During the remaining nine months the only readily avaxlable sw1mming opportuni-
ties are 1ndoors. It is safe to assume that a large number of swimmers get
used Eo the Ednvéniencés offered by indoor pools and begin to regard the con-
stant air and water temperatures, as well as the clear blue Qatef, as the
basic ingredients of the swimming experience.

Secondly, increasing compétitidn frpm nﬂmerous‘other recreation oppor-

tunities has been taking over some of the leisure timé devoted to swimming.
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_ Another reason for the anticipated decline in outdoor swimming can be
' Afoﬁnd in Ehanging atgitudes toward water quality. Except for the very yoﬁng’
who willlsplash in any kind of watef, the awareneSs'of the Quality of water
has‘increased émong most gfdups over the p&st deéadé. Ditton and Coodgle
'regaftvthat the attitude survey indicates thé‘g:eater importance of "cleaner
water" as a reason fd} séléctingia location among swimmers as compared to

1/

boaters and fishermen.—

Swimming in the Great Lakes

Table 13 shows the percent of-swimmers using Lake Michigan by coungy
of residence, The percentages are adapted from the Ditton-Goodale survey-v
. finding§3/and vaguély indicate the continued importance of proxiﬁity'as a
determinant of lécétion preferences. Door and Kewaunee coﬁnty'residehts
continue to use Green Bay and Lake Michigan more than the residents of thex
remaining three counties. There is, however, a decrease in the percent using
Lake Michigan from boating to fishing to swimming. 1In Kewaunee county, for
éxémﬁle,fthe number of swimmers using pools'is greater than tﬁe number using
the Bay and other locations on Lake Michigan., Pool usage is alSo high among
residents of Green Bay and suburbs and in the rest of Brown County. On the
other hand, inlahd'lakés'gre the most preferredjéwimming IOCatibns'among

‘Marinette and Oconto’ county switmers.

For the five countles as a whole; the location preferences of swimmers
are dominated by inland lake locations (48%) .followed by swimming pools (23%),
Green Bay (17%), streams and rivers (9%), and, finally, elsewhere on Lake

Michigan (3%),2/

1/ R Ditton and T. Goodale, Op. Cit., p. 77.

2/ Ibid., PP- 188 199,
3/ R, Ditton and 1. Goodale, Ibid., pe 124
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5Tab1e 13. Percent of Swimmers Using Lake Michigan

Percent of Swimmers Using

County | ~___Lake Michigan
Brown ' B 18.52
Door. ' S . o 60.00
Kewaunee ' 33.36
Marinette . : S ‘ : 13.17
© Oconto . I o D - 17.06
Total . 20,00

' Source: R. Ditton and T. Goodale, Marine Recreational Uses

of Green Bay: A Study of Human Behavior and Atti-
tude Patterns, U. W. Sea'Grant Program, Report #17,
December 1972.

Swimming Participation Data

The éwimmingipafticipation data for 1970 and the projections for

. 1980 are presegted“on'Iable 14, The -total number of swimming,occasions

21§”projected ;6 in?rease by‘about‘30 percent in most coastal §0unfies by
. 1980. The projected increase in swimming occasions is 1es§ than the pro-
.3ected increases in boating and fishing occasions during the same périod

- due to the'slight decline in the swimming participétion rate.

The share of nonresidents in total swimming occasions during 1970

is shown on Table 15. . Kewaunee, Milwaukee and Brown counties have the

’ lowest noriresident participatidn, while Kénosha, AShland and Iron have

~ the highest nonresident swimming occasions.

- In Brown county thé swimming occasions by nonresidents are very low
as compared to nonresident participation in boating and fishing. The same
is true iq Keyaunee cognty; On the other ﬁand, the extremely low nonresi-
dent participétionﬁfigures fofjboééing,and fishing:in Manitowoc county
(47 and 7%, respectively, in 1970) jump to 28 percent in the case on non-

resident gwimming occasions. Among the three water-based activities,
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the highe;t nonresident partiqip§tioﬁ is alsoAfound‘in swimming in
Oconto county. The availability of numerous inland lake loc;tions and
the large number of youth camps located in these_céunties is the most
}}kely.reason behin& the high ﬁonresident swimming partiéipation in

these counties,

‘Table 15. Nonresident Swimming ?articipation as a Percent of
Total Swimming Participation by County, 1970

: . v Nonresident Swimming as a Percent
County ' of Total (1970)
(Average Summer Weekend Day)

Ashland _ _ 69.6
Bayfield C 48.2
Brown - : 13.7
"Door ‘ ' - 45.1
Douglas o . 48,9
Iron 67.8
Kenosha , 77.5
Kewaunee - o ‘ 8.6
Manitowoc , 27.7
Marinette ‘ Co ' 31.8
Milwaukee 12.3
Oconto ' ' 33.5
Ozaukee : 22.9
Racine ‘ R 39.3
Sheboygan o 33.4

CAMPING AND HIKING

The major recreational attractions of the coastal areas lie in’
‘their unique scenic qualities and in the availability of water-based
recreational Opportunities. However, 'a number of land-based.activities
also need to be introduced»into our survey because of their complemen-
tarity with some or all water-based activities. Camping-and hiking

are the two major land-based activities which fall into this category.
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Camping participation is expected to increase at an annual rate

of 2.8 percent ﬁntil 1980.1/

This indicates that interest in camping
1s iévelihg off somewhat as,cbmpared to the 1960's. !Such a generaliza-
tibﬁ, however, does mot apply to all types bfzcamping. Wilderness
campiﬁg can.be expected?to continue to increase in pOpularity at a much‘
f#ster rate than'the increasing participation for camping in general.

- Hiking, on the chérvhand, is fas;‘bec0qing one of the most popu-
lar req;gation‘ac;ivities among midwestern households. The increased
levels of envi;pﬁmental éwargne;s,_as‘ﬁell as the iﬁcréased interest in
quy conditioning, can be cited aé the major factors behind thé increas=-
ing popularity of thié nonenergy consuming activity. The hiking‘par?
gicipation rate is projected to increase by 4.8 percent per year unt;I

1980 among mid;estern'families.z/

As travel to coastal counties increases, as Great Lakes fishing
and boating increase in popularity, we can also ekpect increéSédlnquers
of people camping and hiking in coastal areas.

Camping and hikiqg, taken individually, can be considered dispiace-
able rec:egtion activities for thg coas;al érea,»in the seﬁse that neither
recreation activity requires utilization of the coast or the Great Lakes.
They do, howeQer, enter the c&aéﬁél'récreétion picture because of thei¥
complementarity with fishing and boafipg paréicipation of families.’
According .to a study of the travel and activity participation. patterns

3/

of midwestern families,=’ the correlatiqns between the two water-basad

1/ Somersan, A., et. g;.; op.“cit;,'p. 4,
2/ "1bid., p. 4b.

3/ A. Somersan, R. Christiansen, R. Cooper, S. Staniforth, A Regional
Study of Recreation Travel Behavior and Participation Patterns,
Economic Research Service, USDA, Recreation Resources Ctr.,, Univ.
of Wig,-Ext, and Dept. of Agric., Economics, College of Agric. and
Life Sciences, U. of Wis. May 1975. p. 42.
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activities and camping and hiking are higher than the relationships

observed for most other pairings of activities.

Tables 16 and 17.show the participation im camping~and hiking

- . on an average weekend day in 1970, and the projections for 1980, for

the 15 coastal counties. The total number of camping occasioms .is

~expected to increase in all coastal counties between 1970 and 1980.

The increases vary between 57 percent for Ozaukee and 74.5 percent

- for Douglas county. Kenosha and Brown counties did not have any resi-
‘dent participation in camping in the 1970 DNR survey and, therefore,

- projections for 1980 are based only on nonresident campers. Hiking

participation is projected to increase by.over 100 percent between
1970 and 1980,

| Table 18 shows. nonresident camping and hiking occasions as a-
percent of total participation ocecasions in-1970. Nonresident.camping
occasions as a.percent of total are lowest in Kewaunee and Oconto coun-
ties. Nonreéidénf hikiﬁg oc§#sions‘Are:Iowest;in Miiwéukee.and Méni-
towéc’éountiés;"g

Table 18. Nonresident Camping and Hiking Participation as a.
Percent of Total Participation by County, 1970

. Camping Hiking
County L 1970 1970 ~
Ashland 63.4 . 26.0
Bayfield . 46.3 56.0
Brown - 100.0 ‘ 26.2
Door : 45.9 61.6
Douglas » 86.8 63.7 .
Iron S 46.5 72.2
Kenosha 100.0 65.5
Kewaunee 3.8 20.3
Manitowoc 60.0 18.4
Marinette 26.1 34.8
Milwaukee 41,7 19.8
Oconto 4.4 31.8
Ozaukee 20.1 23.7
Racine . 84.7 51.2
Sheboygan 67.9 38.1
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SIGHTSEEING

The sightseeing opportunities offered by the numerous-séenic areas
throughout Wisconsin's cﬁastal zone have to be considered as major attrac-
"t;oﬁs'in any Survey'of recreational resources. ' Sightseeing is an inte-
gral part of almost any family fecreational outing; Scenic qualities of
an area and accommodating the interests of most family members are among
‘fthe'most'important considerations in selecting a vacation destination,

© ‘Table 19 shows the share of nonresident occasions in total sight-

" seeing occasions. Resident and nonresident sightseeing participation for
1970 and 1980 are shown on table 20, Sightseeing in the coastal-counites
is projected to increase by about 62 percent over the 10-year period.
Nonresident sightseeing as a percent of total occasions is lowest in

" . Kewaunee County and highest in Kenosha and Douglas Cduntieg.

Table 19, Nonresident Sightseeing as a Percent of Total
e - Participation by County, 1970 .

Nonresident Sightseeing as a Per-

County cent of Total (1970)
Ashland ' ' - 62.6
Bayfield - o - 5345
Brown : : _ : co - 23.7
Door ‘ ‘ - 63.8
Douglas - e : 81.3
Iron 62.0
Kenosha : ' ' 83.3
Kewaunee : 6.6
Manitowoc 30.4
Marinette ’ , 54.3
Milwaukee ' ‘ 22.8
Oconto ' 27.6
Ozaukee T 22.3
Racine “ 38.7
*  Sheboygan 43.2
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SUPPLY OF RECREATIONAL FACILiTIES IN

THE COASTAL COUNTIES AND COMMUNITIES

Project Investigator: Michael Neuman
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SUPPLY*

An indication of the supply of recreational facilities for the
Great Lakes is the topic of this seg;iop.,vMost of the discussion, for
readability's sake, is in the form of regional analysis. The Lake
Superior region incluaeé the counties of Douglas, Bayfield, Ashland
(excluding the Apostle Islands), and Iron. Thg upper Lake Michigan
region includes the counties of Marinette, Oconto, Brown, Déor, Kewaunee,
Manitowoc, and Sheboygan. Ozaukee, Milwaukee, Racine;'and Kenosha con--
stitu;e the lower Lake Michigan counties.  Specific county supply infor-
mation is proyided in Appendix C. The distribution of some re;feational
sites is shown in Figures 1>;'3.l |

In dealing with the supply ofbrécféatiqn,vit is necessary to have

knowledge of the tySgsuof,facilities and users' involved:

User ) Facilitz-
Shore fishermen“' o f o Piers, breakwaters, bridges, fishing areas,

parking, roads, trails, sanitary facilities.

:Tﬁoaters.(crﬁiserS, sailors, Ramps, slips, harbors of refuge, storage
‘fishermen) . facilities, docks, mooring, parking, “roads,

sanitary facilities.

Swimmérs, hikers, bikers Beaches, trails, picnic areas, bathhouses,
life guards, roads, trails, sanitary facilities.

Sightseers . ) Outlooks, waysides, scenic areas, roads,
trails, sanitary facilities.

Overnight users Campsites, motels, hotels, resorts.
For the purposes of this section, the facilities have been categorized
for discussion purposes. The categories include: 1) harbors of refﬁgé

and marinas, 2) boat ramp sites, 3) charter-fishing services, 45 facilities

for land-based water-oriented activities, 5) lodging facilities.

* The supply data appearing in this section was compiled for use in
the Public Access report as well as in this study. Thus, some of the
information in this section also appears in the Public Access report
by Michael T. Neuman.
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Figure 2. Distribution of Recreational Sites along upper Lake Michigan
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REGION 3
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SMALL BOAT HARBORS (MARINAS)

Thg‘diacinction_betwgen marinas and small boat harbors Lé;thaf_tbere
are often more than one marina in a harbor area. Thus, 1f more.;haq‘one
marina is located in a harbor, they are treated as one small boat harbor
facility. fhe marina information is aggregated by region in table 1.

There appears to be no problem as far as the basic physical character-
istics of marinas. The proﬁlém.lies in the inadequacy of the present facili-
ties in satisfying all the boaters Vho wish to rent slip spaces. For example,

the Economic Impact and Needs of Wisconsin's Great Lakes Boaters (1976),

(hereafter referred to as the boater survey) found that during the summer

of 1975, all marinas shrveyed were.operating at full capacity., There were

1,031 boaters on marina waiting lists on the Great Lakes.

Table 1. Marinas

- Number of . ‘ ‘
Region marinas Slips Average Slip Length
LS 9 576 less than 30 ft,
ULM 31 1,220 greater than 30 ft.
LIM S ) 1,394  greater than 30 ft,
Total . - 47 3,190

~Some factors which have hampered.developmept of ﬁarina facilities
have been identified in the boater survey. Common problems of both ?ublic..
and private marina managers were: Difficulty in securing operating and
expansion capital, lack of state assistance to marinas, difficulty in obtain-

ing qualified help, weather and the short seasons (p. 59),
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Harbors of refuge are particula;ly important for boaters who travel
along the coast of the Great Lakes, Storms come up fast and furious on the
lakes and boateré musf find ﬁlaces of safety during these times. An approxi-
mation of the extent of refuge‘harbdrs, aggregated by region, is.given in

t;ble 2.

Table 2. Distance Between Harbors*

1S Average of one harbor every 30 miles of shore
M Average of one harbor every 13 miles of shore

LIM Average of one harbor every 12 miles of shore

Source: Derived from Great Lakes Basin Framework Study,
Recreational Boating: Appendix R. 9.

* The statistics for distribution of the facilities relate the exist-
ing supply of facilities to the length of shoreline. Since the
information is aggregated, it cannot be assumed that at a given
location on the ceast, a harbor of refuge will be no further
away than the distance cited above, .For example, between
Kewaunee and Two Rivers there are 26 miles of shoreé not
having a harbor of refuge. ‘ ’

BOAT RAMP SITES

Boat ramp information is aggregatedvby region in tabie 3. Many ﬁoat
ramp sites have more than one ramp, espeéially in the LS and LLM regions.
Ninety-one perceht of the ramps in the LLM area are surfaced;'?s perceﬁt
of ULM ramps are surfaced; but surfaced ramps account for only 56 pe:éent
of the total Lake Superior ramps. For the Great Lakesvas a ﬁhoie,'thefe
are 245 ramps at 170 boat ramp sites. This summary also includes ramp sites

on tributaries of the Great Lakes within approximately cne township from

the Great Lakes water surface.
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Table 3. Boat Ramp Sites
, Parking Publiély ‘
Ramps Sites (car-trailer) Surfaced owned
LS 48 0 8l 27 16
M 16l 117 3,958 120 100
L 36 13 _s4 30}

Total 245 160 5,747 180 149

Seasonality

.. Boat ramps, like many other recreation facilities, suffer from prob-
lems. of seasomal use. Cohee, M., (1972) found that boat ramp sites in-
the state were open for launching an average of 145 days (p. 41). County-
.owned accesses were opened fo% the longest periods, whereas clty-owned
sites the shortest. - Although there is no specific data for use periods
on Lake Michigan and Lake Superior, it would seem reasonable to ‘assume
that boat ramps on Lake Superior would be open less than this average'due
to coldér climate,

Peak Use

In designing boat ramps, a decision must be made whether to design
for peak use or average}use, or somewhere in between.. Several high use
periods exist for boat ramps. Highest use occurs on weekendﬁ and holidays,
on nice days, when the fishing is good, during the early morning and; later
in the evening, and for special events like sailing races or fishing)jam-
borees. A combination of these factors can.result in a particular boat

ramp being insufficient to handle the number of persons needing to launch

a boat. Parking areas are also congested during.these periods.



-54

If one assumes that the supply of ramps influences the level of
demand for more ramps, designing for peak use will create needs for addi-

tional ramps. Most enterprises supplying facilities having péak use

periods probably design facilities to accommodate use somewhere in between = -

average and peak use,

Parking Capacity

Parking at boat ramp sites varies from two-car trailer spaces to
200 spaces. There are 833 spaces for 48 ramps on Lake Superibr, averaging‘
17 spaces per ramp. For Upper Lake Michigan there are 3,958 spaces for
161 ramps, averaging 24 spaces. Lower Lake Michigan showed the greatest
number of spaces per ramp: There were 954 spaces for 36 ramps, averaging
26 spaces per ramp. The total parking capacity at ramps on the Great Lakes
is 5,747 at 245 ramps, averaging 19 spaces for each ramp. -

Parking areas -include not only surfaced parking lots, but areas
reasonably near ghe site where parking is ﬁermitted. Some of these park-

ing areas are little more than open fields.

Type of Ramp

As noted previously, a majority of the ramps are surfaced (69 percent).
It should be noted that many surfaced ramps afe‘cleariy in need of repair.
The winter ice cover often breaks up the concrete, making use'of the ramp
difficult, |

Unsurfaced ramps are usually maderf gravel, .Theég ramps alsq suffer:-
maintenance problems in that the.gravel is often washed away. .Depo;ité-of
sand and debris impair these ramps, as well as the surfaced ramps.
Ownership

Ownership of the boat access ramps is primarily public, except for

the Lake Superior area where 67 percent of the ramps are in private ownership.

N .
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For Upper Lake Michigan and Lower»Lake»Michigan, 51 and 91 pegcent_afe pub-
lic, respectively. Townships and cities in the Lake Suéerior area and |
Upper Lake Michigan area provide most of the public ownership of boat ramps;
cities provide most of the boat ramps in thé Lower Lake Michigan area with
the exception of Milwaukee where the county pfovides essentially'all of
the boat ramp facilities. Many of the ramp sites were developed with state
and federal financial aid.from thé Buréau~of Aid Programs (DNR); from park
and road fund aid (DOT). |
Fee Charges

Most publicly oﬁned boat ramp sites on the Great Lakeé provide launch4.
ing facilities at no chaige to the usér. For thg sites requiring fees, the
range is from $1.00 to $2.00 for a single launching, Rates for nonresi-'
dents (county or city, depending upon owﬁership) vary from $2.00 to $3,00,
Season passes are also available for users at the boat ramp sites. A
Distribution.

The distribution of boat ramp sites along the coast is variable,
Most boat ramp sites on Lake Superior and Upﬁer Lake Michigan are distrib--
utéd fairly.uniformiy along the coast, However, in the deer Lake Michigan
area, the boat ramp sites are primarily locatéd‘in the major cities. This
nonuniform distribﬁtion has caused some safety problems in the Lower Lake

Micﬁ;gan area. The Town of Caledonia in Racine Codnty”sees this as a par-

‘ticularly critical problem, . The chairman of the township has stated that

they nee& road access for purposes‘of providing facilities for life-saﬁingv

rescue operations, - | |
The average regional distributidn of boat ramp sites related to the‘

amount of shoreline is shown'on_ﬁable 4, This tablé gives an approximation

of the extent of boat access along the shore.
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Table 4. Distribution of Boar Ramp Sites®

1.8 Average of one ramp site every 7.1 miles
ULM Average of onc ramp site every 3.5 miles

LLM A&erage of one ramp site every 6.3 miles

*Since this information is aggregated, it cannot be assumed
that at a given location on the coast, a boat ramp site
will be no further away than the distance cited above.

For example, there isn't a boat ramp for approximately

24 miles from Port Washington to Milwaukee. These statis-
tics are primarily developed to give an overall impression
of the degree of ramp site development relative to shore-
line frontage. Since many ramps are located in cities with-
in relatively short distances of one another, the statistics
for the total aggregated areas must account for this distri-
bution.

CHARTER FISHING

Charter fishing services are provided at numerous cities along the

Great Lakes by private interests. These services give recreationists

who do not own boats a chance to participate in Great Lakes sport fish-

ing. Table 5 presents the existing supply of these services on Lake

Michigan,

Table 5. Charter Fishingbséivices

Number of Charter

Number of Charter

Cities Fishing Services Cities Fishing Services
Algoma 12 Milwaukee Area 29
Ashland 3 Port Washington 10
Baileys Harbor 3 Racine 3
Bayfield 5 Sheboygan 9
Cornucopia 1 Sister Bay 1
Gills Rock 2 Sturgeon Bay 10
Green Bay 1 Superior 1
Kenosha 7 - 'Thiensville 1
Kewaunee 18 Two Rivers 12
Mani towoc 4 Washburn 6
Marinette 2 Washington Island 2
Total 142

Sources: The Milwaukee Journal Travel Bureau, Lake Michigan and Lake Superior

Fishing Charters, May 1974; and DNR, Sport Trolling Boat Licenses,

1975-76, Feb. 1975.
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LAND-BASED WATER ORIENTED FACILITIES

A necessary ingredient for recreational use of the Great Lakes is

public access. Public access to the Great Lakes requires either public

or private land which is open for pubiic use. An inventory of all pri-

vate lands open to the public would require an extensive survey and

has not been undertaken for this publication. Table 6 identifies the

amount of public shoreland and recreational areas that are available
for persons interested in access to water for purposes other than

boating. Recreational activities are possible Wherever this access i

g
provided; however, ;héSe activities (e.g., swimming) are desirable
primarily where other facilities are provided (e.g., changing houses,
sanitary facilities).
TABLE 6 Shoreland Distribution¥*

. Upper . Lower . .
Miles L. Superior L. Michigan L. Michigan Total (Miles)
Total Shoreland 214.18 415.30 82.01 712.4

Public-Owned Shoreland 29.4 (14%) . 43.7 (10%) . 26.0 (31%)

Parks Shoreland . . B T 35.4 19.0
Forests Shoreland - 123.9 ’ 82.7 .. .6
Beach Zone Shoreland 100.8 127.1 70.7

. 99.1 (14%)

* Data from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (1971) which used
620 miles as the total Great Lakes Shoreland and from the

Wisconsin DNR.
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State Parks and Forests

Parks presently provide the majority of recreational facilities.
There are nine state parks‘located in thé Great Lakes counties and eéch
park contalns facilities for many typeé of recreation; state forests
also prov1de recreation fac111t1es with access to the Great Lakes.

The Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources provided the data for the

regional inventory, Table 7.

TABLE 7 . State Parks and Forests, Coastal Counties#*

. . _ Upper Lower
Facilities L. Superior L. Michigan L. Michigan
Area (sq. ft.) 40,137 10,956 536
Parking (spaces) 1,270 1,262 320
Nature & Hiking Trails (miles) 16.1 : 75 1.8
Snowmobile Trails (miles) o 38}5 ‘ '49.5 1.5
Coastal Frontage (miles) o 2 ‘ 39 1

* Derived from Wisconsin DNR data.
‘The state also provides fish and wildlife areas in several areas
throughout the coastal counties, most of which lie in the upper Lake
Michigan region. These lands are open to the ‘public for fishing ‘and

hunting purposes.

Beaches and.Shorefishing,Aréas

Swimming and shorefishing are possible in any areas where access can

be obtained. However, swimming is usually desirable where there is a
public beach with facilities and shorefishing is desirable where there

are piers, bridges, docks, breakwaters, etc.
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The Army Corps of Engineers (1971) identified- 12 public beaches' on
‘Lake Superior shoreline, 27 on the apper Lake Michigan, and 13 on public

beaches ori the lower Lake Michigdn shoreline: An accurate inventory of

shorefishing areas in the coastal regions is not available for existing

sources because although fishing takes place on public lands, there are
some private enterprises, particularly resorts and campgrounds, which

allow the public to fish on their lands.

Sightseeing:
An accurate inventory of sightseeing facilities cannot be obtained
from the existing sources of data. It is questionable whether such an

inventory could be made with any degree of accuracy of completeness

“becausé of a diversity of supply and taste.

Units of government and civic organizations have promoted scenic

-areas and routes. The Wisconsin Coastal Management Development Program

" has published Wisconsin Coastal History Trails‘(Purinton 1976 a, b) -

which points out many scenic sites along the Great Lakes. Historical

commercial storefronts, church steeples, residential architecture,

waterfronts, and museums are some of the scenic sites inventoried. In

the coastal counties, the major scenic routes include the south shore of
Lake Superior (Superior to Ashland), the Door County peninsula, and the
Milwaukee County parkways. This selection of scenic routes serves as a
guideline in developing the state scenic easement program. Wisconsin, .

through help from, the Transportation Department, is considered a pioneer

- dn, the use of scenic easements,

The.National Scenic. Highway:.Study has found.that the routes along
the Great Lakes that.are considered. scenic are: Superior to Ashland,

Marinette: to Oconto,:Green Bay to- Egg Harbor, Fish Creek to Sheboygan,
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and Cedar Grove to Thiensville: These routes sporadically provide visual

access to the Great Lakes. Visual access can be obtained from the above

roadways when physical access is not available (i.e., outlooks); but

consideration also must be given to the visual aesthetics of looking

at the shoreline from the water.

.. For the purposes of this section, trails will include biking,

hiking, snowmobile, and cross-country ski trails.

Table 8 provides trail supply data, aggregated by region, from the

DNR's "Wisconsin Trail System Plan" (unpub.). The number of trails or

miles which provide recreational access to the Great Lakes cannot be

obtained from existing inventory sources.

TABLE 8 T;ailsvin the Coastai Counties
o ; Hiking Biking Snowmobiling 'Créss*Country Skiing
Region (mi) (mi) (mi) (mi)
L. Superior 173 . . - | 84 36
Upper Lf Michigan*b | 156 93 £54 v128 |
Lower ﬁ.‘Michigaﬁ*§ 84 . 351 84 ’35‘

* Includes Shawano and Menominee Counties

*#%* Includes Waukesha, Washington, and Walworth Counties

Islands

" There are two major groups of islands off the Wisconsin coast:

the Apostle Islands and the Grand Traverse Islands.

Efforts are currently

underway to preserve their natural beauty and increase their'availability

for recreational use. Federal acquisition is currently underway to

complete a 20-island chain off the Bayfield peninsula to be called the
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Apostle Islards National Lakeshore (AINL). Stockton; Oak, Michigan,
and Bééewood”Islénds"(areéﬁtotaling 16,609 acres) were transferred to
the féderal'gbvefnment'ﬁy Governor Ludey“bn'Februéry 2,:1976. Also
inéluded in the lakeshore will be 2,500‘acrés on the’Bayfiéld ﬁehinsula.
Madeline Island will not be acqui:ed as part of the lakeshore.

The Grand Traverse Islands is.:a chain of 16 islands between Wis-
consin's Door County peninsgla and Michigan's Deltg County peninsulé,
whichvisiscé££ered acrosénthé‘entrance to éreen Béy.’ Montgomery
(1976) found that by excluding Washington Island, 47 percent of the
remaining 15 islands is in public ownership (2,835 acres). Including
Washingtoﬂ Island reduces the amount to 14 percent of publicly owned
land in this island chain of 20,040 acres. Although these islands
would be a great asset to Wisconsin and Michigan citizens, they would
alsp‘be a financial burden sipce island parks are so expensive to

maintain. . Chambers Island is not considered as part of those islands.

OVERNIGHT LODGING FACILITIES
. A recreation economy must provide overnight lodging facilities to

accommodate recreationists and tourists..

Recreation Demand Survey and Forecasts (1974) estimated that 17

percent of the total visitors to the~nine—state upper Great Lakes

_.region come from outside the area. Trips originating from out of .

Wisconsin cons;ituted;AS percent of the total trips in Wisconsin. The
number of trips by non-state residents to the coastal zone counties was

39 percent. The number of trips to the coastal zone region from

.noncoastal counties in Wisconsin cannot be ascertained from the study.
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. The supply of lodging facilities, by region, is identified in
Table 9. Capacity statistics on lodging and other facilities are
provided in Appendix C. Camping facilities are included as lodging .

fgcilities, although camping is also a form of recreation.

TABLE 9 : County Lodging Facilities
vHotels, Motels ' Resért; : Campsites
. (Rooms) . (Rooms) (Sites)
LS | , 1,732 - 2,397 2,259
ULM - . . 6,349 Pl . 2,102 - 4,171
LLM o 10,005 : 377 1,141

COASTAL ORIENTATION OF FACILITIES
For policy considerations, it may be of importance to know which -
dreas in the coastal zone are highly oriented to the Great Lakes. Many
counties have a large number of recreational facilities that ére 1o~

cated outside of the coastal‘townships; The degree of coastal orien-

“tation* is'a measure of the ratio of the number of facilities located

in the coastal townships to the total number of facilities in the’

county.

‘Boating, swimming, and lodging facilities were chosen to demon-
strate the coastal orientation of recreational facilities in the counties.
Table 10 lists the coastal orientation of facilities in each coastal

county. Low coastal orientation means less than 33 percent of the

* Coastal orientation is probably influenced by the amount of county
surface area not in the coastal township, the amount of shoreline,
the number of inland lakes, scenic areas, and other tourist
attractions.

- .
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county's recreational facilities are located in the county's coastal
_ township. The respective percentages for the'medium coasta}. orientation
is betwéen‘33 and_ 66' percent. High coas;al Qr'ientation‘ means greater
ﬁhén‘Gé perceﬁt oftthe cpunt&'s recreational facilities are located

in the county's coastal townships.

TABLE 10 Coastal Orientation
County L » Ramps  Beaches Lodgigg Capacity Average .
' » . Léwer Lake Michigan | i
Kenosha L L M L
Racine L L L L
Milwaukee H L H M
Ozaukee H L M M
Upper Lake Michigan‘
Sheboygan M. L L L
Manitowoc M M H M
Kewaunee H M H H
Door H L H H
Brown H L H M
Oconto L L L L
Marinette L L L L
Lake Superior
Iron L L L L
Ashland M L L L
(Ashland)* M L L M
Bayfield L L L L
Douglas L M H M
Average M L M v M
L = low coastal orientation
M = medium coastal orientation
H = high coastal orientation

* Includes Apostle Islands
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The table identified Kewaunee and bobr Coenties to have the higheet
céasfal ofientatioﬁ. Most recreational facil1t1es in these counties are
in the coastal toWnshlps. Medium coastal—oriented counties are located
in all three regions of the coastal zone (LS, ULM, LLM). 'Similarly, the
low COastel—oriented‘COunties~are'not‘SOlely in any-dneﬂregidﬁi The
policy issue would be whether or not fo promote additional recreational
development in the high coastal—oriented counties, or to encourage’

more recreational development in the countles having a lower coastal

orientation.

i R .
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APPENDICES AND BIBLIOGRAPHY



66
APPENDIX A

DEMAND PROJECTION METHODOLOGY

In a highly simplified framework, necessitated by data limitatioms, the
growth in demand (number of activity occasions) is tied to three factors:
population growth, increases in the probability to travel and changes in the
probability to participate in a given recreation activity,

Starting with the county levelnparticipaﬁign figures generated for the
1970 Outdoor Recreation Survey of the Depaftﬁent of.-Natural Resources as the
base year data, the 1980 demaﬁh is calculated through an adjustment based on
changes in population, travel and participationArates.

Thus, the projected ievel of demand is a product of baée year demand and
a growth factor. Symbolically, the relationship can be expressed as,

. ’ :

{ /4 ’
Py 1; Ry , : |

Demand or activity occasions
Population

Probability to travel
Participation rate

County, 1l......15

Activity, 1l..,..6

where

L =03 oo
I

7/

and designates the projected values of the variables.

Total demand, however, has two components: resident demand and nonrésident
demand. Or,
Dyy = Dy + DYy (2)
where r stands for resident and n stands for ﬁonregident activity occasions,
in a given county. On the basis of equation (1), the projected level of resi-

dent demand would then be a product of current resident demand and a growth

factor., The projected level of nonresident demand would be a product of current

»
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nonresident demand and a growth factor. Hence, total projected demand can be

expressed as,

‘ ’ ’ ’ nt ' r
D;j - ij Pry Tri Reij 4 Dj; _Pnt Tni Riij  (3)
Pry Tri Rrij Pni Tni Rni j

wherehfhi denotes the population of the primary demand area and is a weighted
average of the population of those states from which‘ﬁhe céunty received its

visitors‘during the summer of 1972,

PPV

Tw6 assumptions were necessitated by data limitations in applying the

projection equation, (3). First, the regional participation rates (current

and projected) were assumed to apply to residents énﬂ nonresidents, i;e.,

! . ' ’
Regj = _Rpgg %)
Reij Rnij

And, secondly, the probability to travel to a coastal county was assumed
to increase at the same rate for all the coastal counties, by 21.47 percent
over the 1970-1980 period.t/

The data utilized in the calculation of the growth factb:s for resi-
dent and nonresident demand for six outdoor recreation activities in the
15 coastal counties appear in Tables A-1 and A-2. Table A-1 shows the per-
cent changes in ¥ecreation activity participation rates over the 1970-1980 F
period. Table A-2 shows the projected changes in the population of the

states which comprise the primary demand area for each county.

1/ Somersan, A., et. al., op. cit., p. 44,
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Table A-1l. Projected Changes In Recreation Activity Participation
Rates Among Midwestern Households, 1970 - 1980 .

Percent Change®

Activity . 1970 - 1980
Swimming o 4 -2.80
Boating - 61,97
Fishing : - 37.39
Sightseeing 21.70
Camping 29.34
Hiking ' 52.62

Source: A. Somersan, et, al., Recreation Demand Survey and Fore-
' casts, Upper Great Lakes Regional Recreation Planning Study,
Part 2, Recreation Resources Center, U.W.-Extension, 1974,
© p. 44, |4
* The percent changes for the 1970-1980 period were recomputed from
the 1972-80 percent changes in the participation rates.

Table A-2. Pro;ected Changes in the Populatlon of the Prlmary
- Demand Area* of Coastal Counties, 1970 - 1980

Percent Change in Population of Primary
County Demand Area - 1970-1980

Ashland., . . + 4 ¢ ¢ ¢« o ¢ o « » « « « » 10.83
Bayfield . . . v ¢ o o ¢ ¢ o o o o o « o 11.56
Browhl. & « o o o + ¢ o o o o o o « » o « 10.19
DOOL . v & v ¢« v o ¢ o o o« o« o o o« o o o 10.46
Douglas. . . « v v ¢ ¢« o o o o v o« & « » 11.38
ITON. & & ¢ e o ¢ o o « o o -5 « o « o 10,28
Kenosha. . . « ¢« v o & 4 o o o + « « « o 10.32
Kewaunee . . + + s « « « « o « o« « . « . 10.28
"MAnitowoc. . ¢« . s 4 6 e e e 0 o s s « . 11.66
Marinette. . . + 4 + ¢ « o ¢« o 4 o o « o 12,30
CMiIVaukee. .+ 4 4 4 o 6 o o ¢ o s s s« o 10.84
Oconto., &« o v o « ¢« o o v o s « s« o « o 11.54
Ozaukee, . . v 4 4 @ o o « » o ¢ o o« o = -
RaCINE . o 4 ¢ o « v o o ¢ o » « ¢« o « « 10.63
Sheboygam. . . + 2 « ¢ ¢ o 2+ 4+ « + o » 10,28

% Primary demand area refers to the states from which each
county received its visitors during the summer of 1972.
Source: U. S. Dept. of Commerce, Bureau of the Census,
Current Population Reports: Population Estimates
and Projections, March 1972.
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Ashland
Bayfield
Brown
Door
Douglas
Iron
Kenosha
Kewaunee
Manitowoc
Marinette
Milwaukee

Oconto
Ozaukee
Racine
Sheboygan
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STATES IN PRIMARY DEMAND AREA

Wisconsin,
Wisconsin,
Wisconsin,
Wisconsin,
Wisconsin,
Wisconsin,
Wisconsin,
Wisconsin,
Wisconsin,
Wisconsin,
Wisconsin,
Minnesota

Wisconsin,
Wisconsin

Ohio, Indiana, Minnesota

Minnesota
Michigan,
Illinois,
Illinois,
Illinois
Illinois,
Illinois
Michigan,
Michigan,.

Ohio, Michigan, Illinois, Iowa, Indiana,

Minnesota

Indiana, Illinois

Wisconsin,

Illinois

Illinois, Iowa, Minnesota

Minnesota
Minnesota

Minnesota, Ohio

Iliinois
Minnesota
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APPENDIX B
DEMAND PROJECTIONS FOR 1985 and 1990

The projected levels of demand (activity participation occasions) for
six summer recreation activities for 1985 and 1990 are presented in this
appendix. The demand projection methodology is identical to that explained
in detail in Appendix A, with one exception. Recreation activity participation
rates for 1990 were obtained for each.actiyity using the following formula:

A Ty
90 " Rgo Tz

where R stands for the activity participation rate and the subscript denotes
the year.

Since activity participation rates were not available for 1990, this
approach provided a compromise between assuming the 1980 participation rates
for 1990 and projecting 1990 rates with a straight-line method.

The 1985 activity participation rates were interpolated from 1980
and 1990 rates.

Tables B1-B12 present the projected activity participation occasions
for resident and nonresident users in the coastal counties for 1985 and 1990.
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Table B-1, Boating Participation in Coastal Counties (Average Summer

Weekend Day)

1985 Percent total
County Resident Nonresident Total change 1970-1985
Ashland 1,932 4,478 6,410 161;6
Bayfield 11,041 9,984 21,025 162.3
Brown 2,815 1,716 4,531 160,0
Door 9,553 8,015 17,568 160.6
Douglas 9,277 7,227 16,504 161.8
Iron 3,626 10{531 14,157 '160.7
Kenosha 3,005 19,631 22,636 160.9
Kewaunee 1,519 767 2,286 160.1
Manitowoc 4,184 178 4,362 160.0
Marinette 9,363 3,400 12,763 161.8
Milwaukee 3,776 761 4,537 160.9
Oconto 12,970 1,777 14,747 160.4
Ozaukee | 403 146 549 149,5
Racine 4,007 2,940 6,947 160.7
Sheboygan - 1,579 1,767 3,346 160.4
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Table B-2. Boating Participation in Coastal Counties (Average Summer
Weekend Day)

1990 Percent total

County ~Resident Nonresident Total change 1970-1990
Ashland 2,313 ‘.5;361-- 7614 2108
Bayfield 13,216 11,869 25,085 213.0
Brown : 3,370 12,031 5,401 209.9
Door 11,434 9,497. 20,931 210.5
Douglas 11,105 8,587 19,692 212;4
Iron 4,340 12,471 16,811 209.5
Kenosha 3,597 23,244‘ 26,841 209.4
Kewaunee 1,819 . 909 2;728 210.4
Manitowoc 5,008 211 5,219 211.0
Marinette 11,207 4,049 15,256 212.9
Milwaukee 4,520 . 877 5,397 210;4
Oconto 15,525 2,113 17,638 211.4
Ozaukee  482 . 166 _648 194.5
Racine 4,797 3,482 8,279 210.7
Sheboygan 1,890 2,092 3,982 209.9
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Table B-3, Fishing Participation in Coastal Counties (Average Summer
Weekend Day)

4 1985 Percent total
County Resident Nonresident Total change 1970-1985
Ashland 1,452 3,592 5,044 116.4
Bayfield 11;480 8,469 19,949 116.6
Brown 1,634 1,187 2,821 115.0
Door 8,489 5,911 14,400 115.4
Douglas 7,559 7,485 15,044 116.7
Iron 3,880 3,150 7,030 115.2
Kenosha 2,038 15,530 17,568 115.7
Kewaunee 2,869 , 628 3,497 114.9
Manitowoc 3,404 255 3,659 ' 115.1
Marinette 15,483 4,623 20,106 116.2
Milwaukee . 5,287 1,183 6,470 ’ 115.8
Oconto 16,550 5,241. 21,791 115.8
Ozaukee 3,056 450 3,506 110.6
Racine 2,016 ' 2,658 4,674 ~115.8

Sheboygan 3,215 1,772 4,987 115.1
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Table B-4. Fishinpg Participation in Coastal Countics (Averagd Summer
Weckend Day)

1990 . -Perceﬁt total
County Resident Nonresident Total change 1370~1990
Ashland 1,700 4,160 5,860 151.4
Bayfield 13,444 9,852 23,296 153.0
Rrown 1,914 1,373 3,287 150.5
Door 9,941 6,852 16,793 151.2
Douglas 8,852 8,702 17,554 152.9
Iron 4,544 3,650 8,194 150.8
Kenosha 2,386 17,990 ’20,376 150.2
Kewaunee 3,360 728 4,088 151.3
Manitowoc 3,986 296 4,282 151.8
Marinette 18,131 5,386 23,516 152.9
Milvaukee 6,191 1,334 7,525 151.0
Oconto 19,381 6,097 25,675 154.3
Ozaukee 3,578 - 499 4,077 144.§ 
Racine 2,361 3,080 5,441 151.2
Sheboygan 3,765. 2,053 5,818 151.0
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Swimming Participation in Coastal Counties (Average Summer
Weekend Day) . '
s : 1985 "Percent total
County _ Resident Noxxrgsiflent ~Total ~ change 1970-1985
Ashland : 1,308 ” "3,029 4,337 4.4
Bayfield 9,258 . 8,792 18,050 47.8
Brown 9,051 1,435 10,486 46.6
Door 19,141 15,865 . 35,006 46.8
Douglas 9,765 9,535 19,300 47.7
Iron 2,132 4,503 16,635 46.8
Kenosha 7,700 26,606 34,306 46.9
Kewaunee 6,971 663 7,635 46.4
nanitoyéc 3,006 1,178 4,184 47.2
Marinette 13,208 6,340 19,548 47.7
Milwaukee 33,210 4,798 38,008 46.8
Oconto 12,381 6,377 18,758 47.4
Ozaukee 4,993 1,28‘5 16,278 41.9 |
Racine 9,718 6,339 16,057 46.8
Sheboygan 10,397 5,238 15,635 46.6
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Swimming Participation in Coastal Counties (Average Summer

Table B-6..
Weekend Day)
B , 1990 Percent total
County Resident Nonresident Total change 1970-1990
Ashland 1,440 3,297 4,737 61.0
Bayfield 10,193 19,613 19,806 62.2
Brown 9,964 1,562 11,526 60.9
Door 121,073 17,289 38,362 60.9
Douglas 10,750 10,421 21,171 62.0
Lren 2,347 4,904 7,251 60.5
Kenosha 8,477 29,299 37,776 61.8
Kevaunece 7,675 722 8,397 61.0
Manitowoc 3,309 1,288 4,597 61.8
Marinette 14,540 6,943 21,483 63.4
Milwaukee 36,562 5,088 41,650 60.9
Oconto 13,631 6,973 20, 604 61.9
Ozaukee 5.497 1,339 6,836 54.5
Racine 10, 699 6,906 17,605 61.0
Sheboygan 11,446 5,705 17,151 60.8

\
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Table B-7. Camping Participation in Coastal Countics (Average Summer
-Weckend Day) ‘

1985 Percent total
County Resident Nonregident Total change 1970-1985
Ashland 554 970 1,524 101.3
Bayfield 5,502 ' 4,849 10,351 102.0
Brown 0 592 592 ‘ 100.?
Door 12,432 10,644 23,076 100.7
Douglas 1,050 7,018 8,068 103.3
Tron 2,052 1,790 3,842 100.4
Kenosha (¢} 4,801 4,801 101.0
Kewauneé 3,312 133 3,445 100.1
Manitowoc 542 832 | 1,374 102.7
Marinette 6,546 '2,386 8,932 101.6
Milwaukee 762 559 1,321 102.3
Oconto 1,812 86 1,898 100.2
Ozaukee 1,636 357 1,993 9.6
Racine 652 3,646 4,298 101.5
Sheboygan 2,528 5,366 7,894 100.7
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‘table B~-8. Camping Participation In Coastal Counliecs (Average Summer
Weckend Day)

. 1990 ‘ " Percent lotal
County ~___Resident Nonresident -Total change 1970-1990
Ashland 643 1,113 1,756 132.0
Bayfield 6,382 " 5,586 11,968 133.5
Brown | (1] 678 678 129.8
Door 14,420 12,221 26,641 131.7
Douglas 1,218 8,081 9,299 134.3
ron 2,380 2,055 4,435 131.4
Kenosha 0 5,509 5,509 130.7
Kewaunee 3,842 152 3,994 131.9
Mani towoc 629 958 1,587 134.1
Marinette 7,593 | 2,753 10,346 "133.5
Milwaukee 884 625 ‘ 1,509 131.1 |

* Oconto 2,102 99 2,201 132,2
Ozaukee 1,898 392 2,2§o 123.6
Racine 756 4,185 4961 131.6
Sheboygan 2,932 . 6,158 9,090 1811

4
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Table B-9. liking Participation in Coastal Counties (Average Summcr
Weekend Day)

' 1985 Percent total
County Resident Nonresident Total change 1970-1985
~Ashland 2,826 1,005 3,831 143,2
Bayfield 5,296 6,898 12,194 145.5
Brown 2,082 745 2,827 142.9
Door 9,954 16,086 26,040 143.7
Douglas 3,331 5,967 9,298 145.5
Iron 1,672 4,366 6,038 143.5
Kenosha 2,841 5,424 8,265 143.4
Kewaunee 2,385 609 2,99 142.9
Manitow;c 3,494 806 4,300 143.6
Marinette 8,499 4,666 13,165 145.2
Milwaukee 16,214 4,122 20,336 14400
Oconto 5,570 2,654 8,224 144.3
0zaukee 3,911 1,056 4,967 135.0
Racine 3,312 3,507 6,819 143.7
Sheboygan 4,539 2,811 7,350 143.1
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Table B-10. Hiking Participation in Coastal Counties (Average Summer
Weekend Day) '

1990 " Percent total

County Resident Nonresident Total changgi1970-1990
Ashland .2,863 . 1,007 3,870 145.7
Bayfield 5,364 6,939 12,303 147.7
Brown 2,108 s 2,853 145.1
Door . 10,082 16,129 26,211 145.3
Douglas 3,374 6,000 9,374 147.5
Iron 1,693 4,375 6,068 . 144.7
Kenosha 2,877 5,435 8,312 144,8
Kewaunee ,2’416 611 3,027 145.5
Mani towoc 3,539 810 4,349 146.4
Marinette 8,608 4,701 I 13,309 147.8
Milvaukee 16,422 4,022 20,444 145.2
Oconto 5,642 2,670 8,312 146.9
Ozaukee 3,961 1,012 4,973 135.2
Racine 3,354 3,515 6,869 145.5

4,598 2,817 7,415 145.2

Sheboygan
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Table B-11. Sightseeing Participation in Coastal Counties (Average
Summer Weckend Day)
. 1985 Percent total
County Resident Nonresident Total change 1970-1985
Ashland 1,881 3,185 5,066 88.8
Bayfield 3,227 3,791 7,018 89.7
Brown 8,755 2,730 11,485 87.7
Door 10,492 18,586 29,07é 88.5
Douglas 1,623 7,175 8,798 90.5
Iron 597 978 1,575 88.2
Kenosha 2,915 14,624 17,539 88.4
Kewaunee 1,739 124 1,863 87.6
Manitowoc 3,088 1,380 4,468 88.8
Marinette 3,898 4,781 8,679 90.7
Milwaukee 41,971 12,760 54,731 88.8
Oconto 1,885 736 2,621 88.7
Ozaukee 5,875 1,459 7,334 82.0
Racine 6,518 4,148 10,666 88.2
Sheboygan 4,119 3,i44 7,263 88.0

- o ) ) .
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Table B-12. Sightseeing Participation in Coastal Counties (Average
Summe r Weekend Day)

1930 . Percent total

County Resident Nonresident . Total change 1970-1990
Ashland 2,162 3,621 5,783  115.5 |
Bayfield 3,708 4;328 8,036 117.2
Brown 10,062 3,101 13,163  115.2

Door 12,059 | 21,145 33,204 115.2
Douglas 1,865 8,187 10,052 117.6

Iron | 686 | 1,112 1,798 114.8
Kenosha 3,350 16,627 19,977 114.6
Kewaunee 1,999 | 141 2,146 115.5

Mani towoc 3,549 - 1,575 5,124 116.6
Marinette 4,480 5,466 9,946  118.5
’Milwaukee 48,239 "14,127 62,366 115.i
Oconto 2,167 840 3,007 116.5
Ozaukee 6,753 1,587 8,340 107.0
Racine u 7,492 4,718 12,210 . 115.5
Sheboygan 4,735 3,575 8,310 115.1
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APPENDIX C

SUPPLY DATA

Table C-1. Great Lakes Boat Ramps in Coastal Townships .
County Ramps Cér-Tfailer Parking
Kenosha 5 - 60
Racine 10 160
Milwaukea 15 600
Ozaukee 6 134
Sheboygan 11 | 515
Manitowoc 18 537
Kéwaunee 12 . 400
Door 60 1,251
Brown 26 530
Oconto 18 , 221
Marinette 16 504
Iron 2 20
Ashland 17 ‘ 300
(Ashland)™ (17) (300)
Bayfield 19 324
Douglés _;;g | 191
Total 245 ' N 5,747
Capacity 5,74%1/
*  Includes Apostle.Islands

1/ Assumption: capacity of ramp = no., of car-trailer spaces



84

Table C-2. Coastal Small Boat Harbors (Marinas)
County Marinas Slips
(No.) (No.)
Kenosha 2 242
Racine 1 224
Milwaukee 3 893
Ozaukee 1 35
Sﬁeboygan 1 61
Mani towoc 2 134
Kewaunee 2 1110
Door 18 716
Brown 3 145
Oconto 3 53
Marinette 2 25
Iron 1 32
Ashland 2 231
(Ashland)* (2) (231)
Bayfield 5 288
Douglas 1 0
Total 47 3,190
Capacity 3,1901/

* Includes Apostle Islands

1/ Assumption:

Capacity at marinas - no. of slips.
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Table C-3. Great Lakes Swimming and Shorefishing in Coastal Townships

? Publicly Owned

Publicly Shoreland as a Number
Owned Percent of County of
N County Shorcland Shoreland Shoreland Miles Beachas
_ Mi.) (Mi.) (Pct.) (No.)
. Kenosha 12.46 3.7-. 30 4
l . Racine 14.42 4.5 31 2
I Milwaukee 29.40 15.5 55 6
Ozaukee 25,73 2.3 9 1
' Sheboygan 26.09 4.8 18 5
v Manitowoc 34.28 8.6 25 10
l Kewaunee 25.63 1.4 5 3
I Door 240.41 17.1 7 6
. Brown 41.71 2.9 7 2
l Oconto - 28.78 3.9 13 0
Marinette 18,40 5.0 27 1
l | Iron 6.96 .8 11 0
Ashland 54,27 4,1 8 3
(Ashland)®  (194.27) (144.1) (74) (4)
Bayfield | 104,89 11.3 10 1
Douglas 48.71 13,2 27 8
Total 712.14 99.1 14,0 52
. (Welghted
average)

* 1Includes Apostle Islands
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Table C-5. Total Coastal County Facilities

: Hotels, Total_
County Ramps Beaches Motels Resorts Campsites Lodging
: » Capacities

4

_(No.) (No.) _‘(Rooms) (Rooms) (Sites) (Persons)

- Kenosha 23 43 83 193 296 3,337
l | Racine 32 23 818 184 450 3,888
’ Milwaukee 15 69 8,139 0 311 15,061
. Dzaukee 7 11 218 0 84 701
I Sheboygan 24 26 1,056 167 820 5,685
Manitowoc 34 7 472 88 347 2,516
l | Kewaunee 16 6 172 23 200 1,171
Door 66 35 1,954 934 1,648 . 13,49
l- Brown 27 7 1,967 0 327 4,632
l Oconto 68 30 155 475 197 2,910
Marinette 52 18 573 415 632 5,099
I Iron - 25 10 311 544 223 3,549
Ashland 36 15 320 343 388 3,424
l (Ashland)* (36)  (15) (320) (343) (398) - (3,464)
l, Bayfield 91 21 44ty 1,137 910 8,820
Douglas 62 20 657 373 728 5,455
'- Total 578 341 is,oss 4,876 7,561 79,742
l‘° * Includes Apostle Iglands
i
|
I
i
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Table C-6. Coastal Orientation of Facilities
. Percent of‘Totél County Facilities
Located in Coastal Townships
- P Lodging
County Ramps Beaches Capacity Average
-~ == =-==-=Percent- -~ - - - = = = - - - «
Kenosha 22 .9 46 (25)
Racine 31 8 32 (24)
Milwaukee 100 8 84 (64)
Ozaukee 85 9 33 (42)
Sheboygan 45 19 26 (30) -
Manitowoc 53 58 69 (60)
Kewaunee 75 50 93 (72)
Door 90 17 ‘100 (69)
Brown 96 28 70 (64)
' Oconto 26 0 15 (13)
- Marinette 30 -5 23 (19)
Iron 8 0 0 ( 2)
‘Ashland 47 20 31 (32)
(Ashland)* 47 26 32 (35)
Bayfield 26 4 8 (10)
Douglas 16 40 70 (42)
Weighted Average 42 15 52 (36)
(Not -

weighted)

* Includes Apostle Islands
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SOURCES OF DATA

Small Boat Harbors

Great Lakes Basin Commission

1975. Recreational Boating Task Group of the Navigation Work Group,

Great Lakes Basin Framework Study: Appendix R9, Recreational Boat-
ing, Amm Arbor,

University of Wisconsin - Parkside.

1974. Wisconsin Recreatlonal Harbor Facilities Along Lake Michigan.

Recreation Resources Center, UW-Ext.

1975. Economic Impact of Great Lakeg Marine Users on Coastal
Economies (draft).

U. S. Army Corps of Engineers, St. Paul

1975. Urban Studies Program Small Boat Harbors.

Boat Ramps

Fassbender, R.

1971. A Comprehensive Survey of Public Access Facilities on Wis-
consin's Lake Michigan Shoreline. Wisconsin's Department of
Natural Resources, Report 47,

Milwaukee Sentinel

1975. Boat Launching Guide

Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources

1972. Fishing Wisconsin's Great Lakes for Trout and Salmon.

Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources.

1972-1976. Wisconsin Public Boat Access Sites (by County)

Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources

1973 Take Michigan Access Sites.

Coastal Zonme: County Planners, County Extension Agents, DNR District
Personnel

1975. Review of Wisconsin Great Lakes Inventory
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Public Lands on the Great Lakes

Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources

1975. Shoreland Ownership Data (unpublished).

;U,'s, Department of the Army, Corps of Enginecers, North Central Distriét

1971. Great Lakes Regional Inventory Report, National Shoreline Study

Sigurd Olson Institute of Environmental Studies, Northland College

1973. The Impact of the Apostle Islands National Lakeshore on
Bayfield County (p. 21). ‘

Lodging Facilities

Wisconsin Department of Health and Social Services

1976. Lodging Data by Municipality

Woodalls

1976. Eastern Bicentennial Edition, Trailering Parks and Campgrounds

Trailer Life's

1976. RV Campground and Services Directory

Rand McNally

1973. Campground and Trailer Park Guide

Other References

Cohee, M.

1972. Recreation Areas and Their Use, Tech. Bul. No. 55, DNR, Madison

Milwaukee Jourpnal Travel Bureau

1974. Lake Michigan and Lake Superior Fishing Charters

Wisconsin DNR

1975. Sport Trolling Boat Licenses
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Wisconsin DNR
1975. Inventory
Wisconsin DNR

1975. Wisconsin Trails System Plan (draft)

Wisconsin DNR

1972. Wisconsin Qutdoor Recreation Plan

State Highway Commission

1965. Wisconsin Scenic Roads and Parkway Study

Purinton, J.

1976, Wisconsin Coastal Histo:y.Trails

Somersan, A., Cooper, R., Enosh, N., and McKinney, S.

1974. Recreation Demand Survey and Forecasts
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